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o . .
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teachers, and children, and x coa )

° offeriné assistance to educators and citizens
which will help transfe; the outcomes of research r
and development into practice .
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ABSTRACT . . -

¢ . A field test of the precommercial version of the Study Skills
-element of the Wisconsin Design ,for Reading Skill Development, -
ﬂeveiopéd at the Wisconsin Research and Development Genter ‘for Cog-
- nltLVe Learning, was conducted zn 22 schools from 1971 to 1973.
‘SeVEnteEn of the schools were 51tuated in rural to suburban loca-
tions and had prior reading achlevement at or above national norms.
Five were located in an 1nner-¢1ty area and had prior reading
rachievement below national norms. Half of the gchopls-had a multi-
; wnit .organization, and half were orgdnized on a.self-containéd basis.
P ‘The purposes of the field test were (1) to determine the effec-
tiveness of the program in .terms of student achievement, (2) to
document the .degree to which recommended implementation procedures -
were followed, (3) to determine the feasibility of the _program for
the elementary school, and (4) to gather information useful for
-revisions.

The results of the fie€ld test were as follpws: (1) Consistept
1mprovement was shown by Study Skills students on program-embedded
and standardized measures.” In all analyses schools with prier-
reading achievement below national norms.showed greater improvement

. than schools with prlor reading achievement above national norms.
(2) Overall implementation was adequate but less than ekpected;
Little relationship between adequacy of implementation and achieve-

v ment was observed. (3) The program was generally well accepted,

with some reservations in all cases. Schools,with team organiza-

'gion had the ‘most positive outlook toward ,the program. (4) Forma-
tive findings 1nd1cated a need to reorganize and %treamline
the program. . .

. ~ The fleld test demonstrated that even with the many lmperfec- \

tions of the precommercial version, the Study Skills program was a-

tviable and-effective addition to the elementary school curriculum.
Although it had some drawbacks in terms of demands .and prierities,
teachers on the whole supported it because students_enjoyed it and
because the framework, by identifying essential skills, helped
organize anq.evaluate instruction which iA mahy cases was carried

. out previously on & tasual basis, if at all. .0 ¥

. . xiii
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The Type I field test qf the Study Skills element of the _
Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development, developed at the

"Wisconsin Research and Development Center -for Cognftiv%qigarning,

Was conducted from 1971 to 1973 in 22 schocls. This. fi test
Iepxesents the second phase in a three-phase”developmental sequence
for each element of the Design. The first phase, the pilot test,
involved an intensivé interactive study of the program's fea51b111ty
in three schools (Quilling &.Wojtal, 1972).’ The Type I field test

i . involved a greater number of schbols and mifimal implementation

assistance. The last phase, the Type II field test, was conducted

in’'several hundred ‘schools which had nb interaction with the Center

éxcept for a ‘three-~day introductory workshop (Hubbard, 1975).
Because of its scope Study Skills ,was developed and field

* ‘tested in two tracks with the maps subarea and the graphs and tables’

.

Y

subarea preceding the reference subarea by half a year. Subse- :
quently the' focus of the Type I freld test was on the maps subarear
,and -the graphs. and- tables subarea from Fall 1971 to Fall 1972 and
on’the reference subarea from Spr;pg~*972 to Spring 1973.
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~ i DESCRIPTION OF THE.PROGRAM ' : =
’ | y R t
. - 7 o
INTRODUCTION JO THE WISCENSIN DESIGN . : -

- v e a ~ - * - .
Study Skills belehgs to the broader framework of the Wisconsin "_
Design for Reading Skill Development.” A brief introduction to the -

basic /operations and:components of the Design follows. A more
complete description may. be. found in the Rationale and Guidelines -

.. (Otto & Askov, 1974).

The Wisconsin De81gn is an objective-based system that provides
both structure and some substance for an elementary school reading

progran, kindgfgarten through Grade 6. It represefits a skill-

oriented approach to the teaching ot reading -and is Based on’the

assumption that if children master essential subskills they will be

successful readersgd A major purpose of the Design is to help teachers

systematize and focus their- instruction. ; -
/The Design consists jor operations: identification ' ¢

of skills and objectives, ° nt of pupil mastery, organization

of /instructional resources, and management®of instruction and"

agsessment according to student need. A discussion of each of the

perations follows. ‘o -
‘Skills, and objectives. The framework of the Design is pro-

v1d§d by the "Outline of Reading Skills,” which is a' scope and ) c

sequence description of essential reading skills for the elementary

school. The skills are grouped into six main areas: Word’Attack,

Comprehension, Study Skills, Self-Directed Reading, Interpretive

Reading, and Creéative Reading. Each area is‘subdivided into levels;
Table 1 shows how these levels correspond to grade levels. , .
s 8 . RN

TABLE1
SKILLS BY AREA AND BY TRADITIONAL GRADE LEVEL

-

" ,SKill'Area ) : ) ’ Grade L.
T+ ¥ 1 2 3 4. 5 &

L3 ~

Word Atteck " A - B C D - - -

,Comprehensjidn . .-, . f A. . B C D. E .F« G R
Study Skil v A B C D E F G
Self-Directed Reading | — A-C —p D-E F-G

Interpretive Reading . 4— A~-C—>p D-E F-G .

"Creative Reading _ "¢— A-C —» D-E F-G -

»
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. An instructional objective has been developed for each skill in

the outline and a terminal objective has been stated for the Word
Attaék Comprehension, and Study Skills elements. - The instruc-
tionai objective for each skill prescribes or descrlbes--dependlng
on the type of objective--the éxpectations with regard to each .
-specific skill. The tegmlnal ob;egtlve for an area sets expecta-
tions as to outcome once-all of the instructional objectlves have
been mastered. .

Two types of instructional objectlfes have been developed for
the skill areas of the Degsdign. There age behavioral, or grescrle-
tive, objectives for thf Worfl Attack, Qomprehension, and Study -
Skills areas; and therq are ¢xpressive, or deScrlgtlve, objec- T
tlves for the Self-Dir¢cted Interpretive, .and Creative Reading ‘-A'r
'areas. A behavioral o jectfive identifies one behavior expected of
all pupils in demonstrAting mastery of the skill. The following
is an example of a behavivpal.objective fox Study Skills (Level C):
"The child uses a key conta¥ying nonplctorlal symbols (e.g., lines,
dots) to derive information from maps. The expressive objectives
in the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Read}hg-ar as on
the other hand are descriptive statements which allow for individual
reactions from each pupil. The following is an exampie of a descrip- "
tive objective for .self-Directed Reading (Leyel F-G): "Identifies
with. characters' emotipnal reactions." :

Assessment. Criterion-referenced éssessment devices have been
developed for all of the behavioral objectives of the Design--the
objectives for Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study Skills. Formal
assessment is made with performance tests and the Wisconsin Tests
of Reading Skill Development. The performance tests require both
oral and motor responses-and are developed only for those skills
-that cannot be measured with a group test. The Wisconsin Tests
are paper-and-pencil tests which can be group-administered and
dcored either by hand or by computer. They are available in either
booklet: format- (for all the objéctives at a given level) or in
single-sheet format (for a sing%ssobjective) Typically, the
booklets are used for break-in testing to find 1nd1v1duals initial .

“-instructional. levels; the single-sheet tests are used after skall
instruction to assess individuals*® attainment of criterion, per- -
formance. . '

Informal assessment exercises are al%o available for Word
Attack skills only and serve as supplements to the formal tests.

For the express1ve objectives in the Self-Dlrected Interpretive)
and Cfeatlve Readlng areas, guidelines are provided for systematlc
exposures of all pupils to all of the skills." !

Instructional resourtes.. Sifige sufficient materials for teaching
most the essential reading skills are already avallable, the
Design does ‘not include instructional materials as-sach.  Rather,
it includes-'a component called the teacher's resource file, whlch
is a means for organizing existing materials and"* activities.

There is a teacher's resource file for each skill area with
behavioral objectives--Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study, Skills.

v




anized bjectives. Teachers are expected to'add whatever local
resources they judge to be relevant to the objectlves and to the
needs of their pupils. .

A single teacher's resource flle is available’ for the Self« .~
_Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Readlng‘araas, similar i
‘organization to the other files, the main diffeXence being that

the material related to each skill is organized to provide breadth
of exposure rather than mastery of prescribed criterion behav}or..

/. Management. Three, components of the Desisn are directed: at
p¥oviding assistance with its management and implementation. The
Rationale and Guidelines, which covers all six skill areas af the
Design, provides a rationale for the development of the Design
and guidelines for its imp!!ﬁentation. Separate teacher's: planning’ -
guides aze‘avallable for wWord Attack, Comprehension, and Study
Skills, with one guide for Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative
Reading. The piannlng guides include the specific information
teachers need to implement an objective-based approach to each
skill area. .

A findl management component is the profile caxd. Separate-

profile cards are provided for Word Attack, Comprehension, and
Study Skills for keeping a current record of each pupil's skill
attainment status. When current, the profile card supplies infor-.
mation as to which behavioral objectives a child has and has not
mastered. The one card for Self-Directed, Interpretlve, and Creative
Reading is designed for recprding the number of exposures a child has
had to each of the descriptive objettives. .

The instructional management system of the 51gn is consistent
with the more comfprehensive system of edu@&tlonal programs called

Individually Guided Education (IGE) 6Klausme1er, Qu1ll%ng, Sorenson,

)élthin EE;Bbflle’ materials and act1v1t1es are- identified and or-

!

, Way, & Glasrud, 1971), The IGE system is designed.for the individual

student in such a way that planned variations are made in what the
student ledrns, the rate at which he learns it, and the way he learns it.

~ r
- -

\

BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES OF THE FIELD TEST S
VERSION OF STUDY SKILLS ) .
The version of Study Skills which was used for the Type I field
test was not the one which is currently available. Subsequent to
the field test numerous revis%ons were made, although the.basic >
framework of the program was untouched. The details in the program
descrlptlon which followypertain to the ver51on Nsed for the field

test.l . -

7

- Ll
,lA description of the final program may be found in Chapter 2
of tWe Teacher's Planning Guide: Study Skills, Minneapolis: Natjional
Computer Systems, 1973. N

N

-

k.




.

ﬁ"‘ K

The Study Skills area consists of -three subareas: maps; graphs
and tables, and reference skills. Within each of these subareas are
a number of strands,.or categories of related skills, that show se-
quential relationships of objectives across levels of the program
The field test version included 33 map skills, 19 graphs and tables,
skills, and 80 reference skills, a total of 132 skllls. A state-
ment of skills and objectives for the field test version is included
in Appendix A. _

The following- is the termlnal ohgectlve for study Skllls. :

The student upon completion of the program will be able
tb use study skills to locate and der1ve information from
standard reference sources as well as from maps, graphs,
‘and tables. By the time the student completes the Study
Skills program, he should be 1ndependent in seeking and
. using information from a variety of sources. Children
of average or above average ability should attain this
objective by the end of middle school. ‘-
N7

COMPONENTS OF THE FIELD TEST VERSION
OF STUDY SKILLS ' L

The following materials were 'utilized during.the field test:

1. Rationale and Guidelines issa publication intenéed for central'

office personnel, principals, ‘reading specialists, and unit
leaders. It includes an’ introduction to the Design, an ex-
planation of all components, general guidelines for imple-

mentation, and an outline of skills and behavidbral objectives. ,

2. Teacher's Planning Guide: Study Skills, which is addressed
primarily to teachers, focuses on specific aspects involved
in implementiing Study Skills. .

3. Teacher's Resource File: Study Skills has two components:
a list of commeacially’ available materials and a set of
. teacher-direcéi!cact1v1t1es, both of which have been keyed
to the specific objectives for Study Skills.

4. Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Study Skills
are paper-and-pencll, griterion-referenced tests with pri-
marily a multlple-ch01ce format. Specific paper-and-pencil
tests were developed to m‘.sure each of the behavioral ob-
jectives in’the graphs and tables subarea, most of those in
the maps subarea, and about half of those in the reference
subarea. -For the remaining objectives criterion-referenced
assessment was accomplished with 1nd1v1dual performance tests
or informal teacher observations. One form fbr the maps and
graphs arid tables tests apd two forms far the reference tests
~ were available for pre- and posttesting. .




"5, __Egl‘profile cards present a gomplete list of the study
! ws skills and ‘a meahs for recordirg pupils' skill mastery and
growth. They supply the information on students needed for -
- instructional planning. Because of the volume of skills
the field test version included two cards: one listing all
. . the skills from A-D, and ano%her listing those from D-G.

o

- An additional component of the program is a staff developmént
- package, including audiovisual materials, which introduces the teacher
to the program materials and processes of implementation. Because
the package was not developed at the time the field test began, con-
tent outlines and sample materials served as the basis for oral presen-
tations during the inservice workshops. Thus an incomplete but sub-
stantial inservice was provided for the f1eld test.

- . - R -
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THE FIELD.TEST PROCEDURE
' ™~

THE FRELD -TEST POPULATION : T

, The Center 1n1t1ally contacted 100 schools as possible part1c1-
pants in the Type I field test. Schools in a varlety of locales were -
contacted in an effort to field test the Design under many different
opditions. The goal was to include schools,serving populations of
varying achievement and socio-economic characteristics such as rural
schools, suburban schools, and small city schools. A number of
schbols for which medign performance was below national norms on
standardized tests were sought as were a number for which typical
achievements were average or better. ,Median performance for one or
more years prior to 1970-71 on reading tests administered by the
schools as part of their own internal testing programs was exanined
in reference to published norms for those tests where available. A
final area of interest was the organization of the school. Because
the Design is lompatible with IGE and therefore its instruction man-
agement procedures should be easy to implement in the multiunit or
,team teaching situation, a number of schools organized to implement
IGE were sought. Twenty-two volunf®eering schools were chHosen to
" participate in the field test. All of the 22 schools had partici-
Jpated in the field test of Word Attack in the 1970- 72 school years.
:Table. 2 shows the'distribution of types of schools' according to the
characteristics discussed above. See Appendix B for a descrlption
of the individual schools.

Seventeen schools had. prlor reading achlevement levels at or
above national norms for the tests generally used in those schools.
Twelve of these served rural or small city populations in Wiscensin,
while the remaining five were suburban ,schools in the Denver, Colorado,
metropolitan area. The community's financial resources’'and the
support given the latter fivé schools were well above average. Of
the 17, 13 were implementing IGE to varying degrees and four were
more tradltlonally organized . -

Five of the remaining schools were located in a single geo-
graphical cluster in_the inner-city area of Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

*Mefdian reading performance for these schools was well below national
norms prior to the field test. One of these schools was implementing
IGE, and all the others had self-contained classrooms.

A Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix C) was signed by the Center’

and all field test schools at the outset of each field test yedr.
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OBJECTIVES OF THE TYPE I FIELD TEST

The objectives of the field test were as follows: ;- .

1. To determine whether students who participated in the program
showed greater achievement in, study skills students wﬁo

procedures were followed.

To determine the feaSLblllty of the progr from the points
of .view of acceptability, ease of schedullng, cost, and kin-
" dergarten applicabilit$. R

o

To gather formative feedback on all components of the pro-
gram as a ba51s for recommending program rev1slens.

INSTRUMENTATION . ' ) '

*

Spec1f1c 1nstruments were assoc1ated Wlth each objective of the
field test. Copies of instruments de51gned tO measure ob]eCtheS
2, 3, and 4 are locatéd in Appendix D.

. Objective 1: comparative achievement. Two types of instruments
were used to determine whether implementation of the program enhanced
‘student achievement in study skills: ,(1) several of the Wisconsin ’
Tests were selected to measure mastery of behavioral objectives at
various grade levels; (2) standardized tests--the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills and the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skllls--were used to pro-
v1de a program~independent index of achievement.

Objective 2: implementation characteristics. Data relative to
the mplementatlon of the program were gathered Lrimarily through
personal 1nterv1ews with staff members. Informal conversations and
guestionnaires prov1deq some additional info ion.

Objective 3: program feasibility. Information regarding utili-
zation practices and attitudes ®oward the program Ywas gathered via
interview guides used with teachers, Principals, and central office
personnel. Comment cards, which were completed Periodically by
teachers and mailed to the Center, provided much information on the
usablllty of specific materials. Cost analyses of the field test
‘version of the program are'based on invoices and end-of-year inven-
tories in conjunction with 1nformatlon taken from the monitoring
interviews. The nature of the revisions was taken into account 1n
estimating future costs of the materials.

Objective 4: revisions recommendations. The testing program
for gathering baseline data for evaluation purposes was organized
primarily to provide information concerning relative difficulty of
selected skills within strands and levels of Study sSkilis. Formative
feedback from teachers was gathered with the same instruments used
for objectives 2 and -3.

»




" METHOD ' , - o

Objective 1: comparative achievement. Data for assessing the
students' mastery of program objectives and their achievement on stan- .
dardized tests were gathrered in follow-up testing sessions conducted
in Fall 1972 for the maps subarea and the graphs and tables subarea,
and in Spring®1973 for the reference skills subarea. The Milwaukee
schools conducted an additional ‘follow-up testing session in Fall 1973.
See Flgure 1 for a calendar of the evaluation testlng. Follow-up »
data were compared to a set of baseline data gathered at the s sgime
the prev;ous ytar from students in the field test schools whe H&&*hot

September
October
November
December

January
February
March

April

May :ﬁ .
June

{Sunmer vacation)
September )
October
November
Decembek\

January
February

March

April

May

June

(Summer vadation)
Septémber
October

November

December

Staff inservice,
Maps, Graphs and
Maps, Graphs and

-

Reference Skills

' Reference Skills

Maps, Graphs and
. »

. v

Reference Skills

-

Maps, Graphs and

Madison
Tables Evaluation 1l: Baseline
Tables Break-in Testing

Evaluation 1: Baseline

Break-in Testing

Tables Evaluation 2: Follow-up

Evaluation 2: Follow-up

Tables (Reference) Evaluation 3:

Follow-up (Milwaukee only)

Figure 1. Schedule for evaluation(ﬁesting.

‘participated in the Study Skills Program.

\

Thus,

for example, the effects

of one year's implementation.of maps skills in Grade 2 might be in-
ferred, through a cross-sectiopnal comparison of the perfofmance of second
graders who had been in the program’ one year in 1972 with the performance

.
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of gecond graders who had not been exposed to the program in 1971. This
- type of comparison mssumes the similarity of the two successive grades
on all pertinent matters except the use of Study Skills. : :
Objectives were sampled from each level of the subareasaszand
test sittings x&re organized to include either the tests of gﬁiee
Study Skills objectives or a subtest.of a standardized achievemént .
teést. Students were assigned in groups of 20 to 30 per test sitting;
the groups were drawn randomly from the total class list of a particular
grade level within a school. 1In smaller schools students were occa-
sionally assigned to more than one sitting because there were not
enough students to form tegting groups of the appropriate size.~ In
" addition to the test sittings, each student participated in.break-in
testing sessions for placement in the program. These sessions were
conducted -in December 1971 for maps and graphs and tables and in-
. September 1972 for reference skills. .
Administration of both types of instruments differed for the twog
school types, that in which median student reading performance was
below grade level and that in which median student reading performance
was at or above grade level. For each group of students, tests were
selected to meet the following criteria after- consultation with
measurement specialists and directors ofltesting:

1. Average pupil performance should be at a level at least

\ . . ' somewhat above that attainable by chance.
. 2. Average pupil performance should not be so high initially
- as to preclude i1mprovement. . F

3. The standardized tests selected for evaluating the inrer-
‘ city students should be interpretable in terms of norms for

ka3

o® underachieving students. ’
o % - ,

’ 4.¢‘§esign tests. should be usable for placement purpdses with

¢ ¢ the particular student group and the teaching staff. Of:
particular concern was the test format in cases where medi&n
pupil performance was below grade level.

The field test design called for the same test sittings to be
used in both the baseline testing and the follow-up testing. It was
found in the baseline testing, however, that several of the Wisconsin
Tests had mastery levels too high to permit improvement. Subsequently,
the test sittings were revised for the follow-up testing. Baseline
and follow-up test sittings are listed in Appendix E. Table 3 con-

« tains the numper of Study Skills objectives assessed 1n each grade
level for each subaréa in schools of both levels of typical reading
achievement. . .

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills were selected *for the
-Milwaukee schools to meet the third criterian in particulagp. A
problem resulted at Grades 3 and 4, where the Study Skills.test in-

. cluded items related to both map and reference skills, sincg: the field
test design called for introduction and evaluation of map skills ¢

€ semester prior to reference skills. The schedule for evaluataon
testing in the Milwaukee schools was subsequently adjusted by adding
an additional follow-Up testing session in order to account for
implementqtlon of the complete program.

D ’ ’-’-*"': . 2. R




' ‘ - TABLE 3 ~
. NUMBER OF STUDY' SKILLS OBJEi;TIVES .
, ASSESSED BY GRADE, SUBAREA, AND
_LEVEL OF TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMERT

e ‘ . . . )
’ v . ) Grade * .
Schools with Lower Typical - "
Reading Achievement (N*=5) |1 2 3 4 5 6 ¥ Total
. ' ’ o
R [
Maps** . 0 3 2 3 4 3 15 -
§ -Graphs and Tables** - o 2 4 3 2 6 17
g Reference ’ .3 3 3 3 4 7 .23
> ) ol . ) ; - N .
Total . 3 -8 9 9 ‘10 .16 55

: Grade
Schools with Higher Typical -
_ Reading AcHievement (N = 17) - | 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
A -
G Maps » 0 2 2 4 2 6 le
- ” . ’ B
2 Graphs and Tables 0 1 (04 2 o 2 9

\ g Reference 3 3 4 4 4 7 25
|
&

Total . 3 6 6 10 1% 15 . 50

*N = nymber of schools ]
**assessed in two follow-up sessions :

X
.
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Flgure 2 shows the standardlzed tests that were used for each

category qf students accordlng te grai?., N

L

i

Schools thh Typlcally Lower Readlng Achieveinent

Subanea

}

2 | Grades 3 and ‘4’

- &

Grades 5 and 6

y G;aphs and Tables
Grades 5 and 6

LS

7
g
Reference

Grades* 3 and 4

t

i » Grades 5 and 6

i

/
Schools with Typically Higher

* \ , - . “*

‘ Al

-

. : « o
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills,Form Q, -
Level 1, Test 9 (Items 21~30)--Study Skills

<

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q,
Level 2, Test 10 (Items 31-40, 46-50)--Using
Graphic Materials : -
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q,
Level 2, Test 10 (Items 21- 30 41-45)--Using
Graphic Materlals , ¢

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q,
Level 1, Test 9 (Items 1-20)--Study Skills

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q,
Level 2, Test 9--Using Reference Materials

Reading Achievement - N

sSubarea
Maps

I

. Grade—b

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 9,

!
g
[
)

Grade 4
Gradq 5

Grade 6

v

raphs and Tables

Grade 3

Grade 4

Test W-1--Map

Iowa Tests of
Test W-1--Map

" Iowa Tests of
" Test W-1--Map

- IJowa 'Tests of

Test W:1--Map

Reading

Basic Skills,
Reading

Form 6, Level 10,

51‘-

Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 11,

Reading

Basic Skills,
Reading

—

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 9,

Test W-2--Reading Graphs and Tables

_Form'6, Level 12,

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 10,

wtd

‘Test W-2--Reading Graphs and Tables

(continued)
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Graphs and Tables (continued) -
, . ’ .
Grade 5 - Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 11,
Test W-2--Reading Graphs and Tables .
Grade 6 , ’ Iowa Tests of Basic Skllls, Form 6, Level 12,. g
Test W-2--Reading Graphs and Tables
Reference g . - N
Grade 3 . Iowa Tests.of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 9,
A Test W-3--Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills
¢ ) Grade 4 Ioﬁa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, lLevel-10,

Test W-3--Knowledge-and Use of Reference Skills

Grade 5 . Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 11, ,
Test W-3--Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills

Grade 6 Iowa Tests of Basic: Skills, Form 6, lLevel 12,
, Test W-3--Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills
Figure 2. Standardized tests used .for the assessment of Objective 1,
. regarding comparatlve/performance of program and nonprogram
students.

'
-

v The primary analysis invglved distributions and comparison of means.
Both raw scores and the percentage ‘of students who performed at an 80
percent mastery level were used for asseSsment of comparative achievement
on the wWisconsin Tests. For the standardized tests raw scores.-were
translated into percentiles and grade point equivalents before being
compared.

Objective 2: - implémentation characteristics. At the outset of
the field test staff members of the participating schools were presented
with the following llSt of requisites for effective. implementation of
the program: !

1. Attendance of at least one local leader selected by the school
system, preferably a reading consulfant, at a training conference
sponsored by the developer. .

.

2. Total staff anolvement at all age/grade levels.

" 3. Directed inservice and work sessions. Inservice sessions are

s ) designed to train personnel so that they haVe the knowledge

necessary to implement the program. Work sessions involving .

some or all teachers are essential for keying local materials

and organizing for initial instruction. Ongoing work sessions

also provide an opportunity to identify and solve instructional

management problems as they are encountered. A single day of

inservice may suffice for staff who have.ue%d the wWord Attack . .

-program. Intermedlate level teachers and new staff, who have

not used the De51gn before, will require at least one addi=~

tional day of program orientdtion.




-

-

A variety of materials keyed to ,the.behavioral objectives.

A wide var1ety of 1nstructlonal materials should he available
for teaching skilk¥s at all levels so that the program has the
flexibility necessary to meet a wide range of individual- pupll
heeds.

L}

Avallablllty of Des1gn materials according.to the following plan:
% .

Ratlonale and Gu1de11pes--l per Svlldlng - -

Teacher s Planning Guide: Study Skllls--l per teacher

Teacher's Resource File: Study S8kills--1 per unit or 1 for
every fpur teacher§

Wisconsin Tests:of Reading Skill Development‘ Study Skills
machlne—scorable format--1 of appropriate level for each
, child plus 20° percent more foy retesting .

' single-sheet format--a complete set of d1tto masters for
each building

Pupil Profile Cards--1 per pupil plus the number of new
students projected annually. Notchers, skewers, and cor-
rection tape are also needed. ‘

Booklet testing in at least Grades 2 to 6 at sthe outset of the
program %

Retestlng within four weeks at a higher or lower level for pupils
whe mastered ail or all but one skill or who mastered either
zero or one skill at the Jlevel first tested. .

Testing of newly enrolled students w1th1n one mopgth after
entering school.

9. At least two hours per week for skill instrﬁction." " .

10. Ad hoc skill groupiné for periods of up to-three weeks.”

11. Assessment”upon completion of instruction approximately every
three weeks.-

4

<12. Record-keeﬁing on.a regular and ¢urrent bas’E

13. Monltorlng of each child's skill development by a designated
teacher.

T

In addltlon, the desirability of 1ntegrat1ng Study Skills with on-
going instruction in soc1al studies, language arts, science, and mathe-
matics was expressed. The means for accomplishing this oq'ectlve were
not made exp11c1t ‘initiall{ since one anc1llary purpose ,of the field ,
test was to 1dent1fy approaches that schools experlenced w1th IGE would
dévelop. ] L . '

. These requisites were later used by field test mopitors to"evaluate .
the implementation of -the program in the field. Monitoring visits were
made to random samples of .5 (without replacement) twice.each year by
two different monitors. In addition, one monitoring visit to the
entire population was conducted in Spring 1972. Thus each school was
visited approximately three times during the course of the field test.

;
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The analysis pertaznlng to 1mplementatlon characteristics involved*
.the assignment of a weighting to each 'of the requisites in order to
account for two ‘factors: the relative importance of the requisite for
effective 1mp1ementatlon and the reliability of the ;nformatlon that ‘
was available to make the rating. . .

The following’ ratlng scheme was used:

LI

l = little or no attempt to meet requisite, i. e., no condltlons
’ mentioned, under requisite were met - - s

* 2 = less than ddequate attempt to meet.xequlslte, i.e., some. -

conditions were met

3= adeguate but less than expected attempt to meet requisite;
- i.e., mogt conditions were met !

¥ 4 = expected level of meeting requisite, i.e., all conditions
~ were met

5 = more than expected effort to meet requisite, i.e., all
condltlons mentioned were met and addltlonal school-
generated conditions were met

The comparative performance of schoals with the highest and lowest
" mean ratings was analyzed for evidence of a relationship between imple-
mentation and achievement. . .

Objective 3: program feas;blllty ‘Data relating to this objective
were gathered during the monitoring visits mentioned above. Teachers,
principals, and central office personnel were iﬂzerviewed. An attempt
was made' to interview teachers who represented a cross-section of views,
teaching styles, and grades. Comment cards were distributed to all \"
teachers at the outset of the program to elicit detailed information on
the usability of specific materials. L Informal conversations and phone
contact provided much supplementary information.

. Objective 4: revisions recommendations. All of the data gathered
through the, methods described above were used for the formatlve purpose

. of specifying revisions for the commercial version of study Skills. Also,
.4 data gathered from the break-in testing conducted in December 1971 and
’ September 1972 were used. .

In addition to the analyses mentioned previously under objective 1,°?
item* analySes and test intercorrelations were drawn and all teacherA
comments and suggestions were compiled periodically.

Table 4 contains a summary of the data-gathering procedure.

¢
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IV
RESULTS

'

OBJECTIVE 1: COMPARATIVE ACHIEVEMENT

Program-Embedded Tests

N ‘e

As a preliminary evaluation of the program's success as measured by the
Design tests, a tally was made of the Students' relative performance on in-
dividual skills by comparing the results from the baseline testing with

~the follow-up testing which ®ook place on¢ year later. For the actual
mean scores by school, objective, and level of typical reading achievement
see Appendices F through I. Table 5 contaifis the proportion of objectives
for which the program students exceeded -the non-program students in terms
of raw score units. These proportions are reported by grade, subarea,

and typical reading achievement level. The totals are weighted according'
to the number of tests administered. .

®

TABLE 5

PROPORTION OF OBJECTIVES FOR WHICH FOLLOW-UP STUDENTS
EXCEEDED BASELINE STUDENTS BY GRADE, .SUBAREA,
AND LEVEL OF TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

i

Schools with Lower Typical ._Grade -
Reading Achievement (N* = 5)° 1 2 3 ‘4 EEL‘ B | Total#**
Maps ¢ n.t. *** 2/3  2/2  3/3  4/4  3/3 14/15
» *
& Graphs and Tables n.t. 2/2  4/4  3/3  2/2 /6 17/17
M~ + .
[}
;3” Reference 3/3 3/3 272 3/3  3/4 177 21/23
Total** 3/3 "7/8 ° 849 9/9 9/10 16/16 52/55
Schools with Higher Typical ) Grade .
Reading Achievement (N = 17) 1 2 3 4 5 6% Total-
Maps . n.t. 2/2 0/2  3/4  2/2 /6 13/16
3 Graphs and Tables . n.t. 11 nt. 22 4 o2 < /9
é Reference 2/3 33 14  4/4a a4 /7 19/25
Total** C2/3 6/6 "1/6  9/10 9/10 11/15  38/50
LY
*N = number of schools
**weighted totals
***n.t. = no tests - . N
. M Sy >
21 . V




r =, N [
-

- The totals in Table 5 show that the follow-up versus baseline dif-
ferences were greater in €he field test schools with typically lower R
readlng achievement. For all subareas and grades combined in thest schools
follow-up students performed better than their baseline gounterparts on -
~ 52 of 55 (or 95 percent) of the objectives. For the schools with typically
3 higher reading achievement positive differences favoring the follow-up .
students occurred on 38 of 50 (or 76 percent) of the objectives. The >
exceptione to this positive trend were in the third grade, maps and ref-
erence subareas, and in the sixth grade, graphs and tables subarea.
As a refinement to the ana1y51s, the difference between. the two
sets of scores was studied. " The differences were calculated as percentages
of the total number of items for each test because the number of items
per' test varied from 10 .,t0 24. For example, a follow-up mean of 16.5
exceeds a baseline mean of 12.5 by 20 percent if there are a total of
20 items on the test. Table 6 contains the mean percentage differences
between the baseline data and the follow-up data.

TABLE 44

.

MEAN DLFFERENCES* BETWEEN BASELINE MEAN SCORES
AND FOLLOW-UP MEAN SCORES BY GRADE, SUBAREA,’
AND LEVEL OF TYPICAL READING PERFORMANCE

. Ggade

Schools with Ibwer Typical

Reading Achievement (N** = 5) 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total***
&+ .
Maps 8.1 11.4 3.2 '8.2 5.0 6.9
S Graphs and tables - . 9.3 10.5 7.0 6.0 6.8 7.8
1o
‘“ .
4  Reference 3.5 9.4 3.7 7.0 6.0 5.0 5.6
4] ' ?
Total*** 3.5 8.9 8.5 5.8 6.9 5.6 6.7
. N ,
5 .
. ’ Grade -
. Schools with Higher Typical -
Reading Achievement (N = 17) 1. 2 ‘3 4 5 6 Total
H \
. Maps’ : 5.0 -.8 3.6 1.3 3.7 3.0 ,
et 1
‘ § Graphs and'Tables " 2.0 5.2 5.0 =-2.3 2.9
o . .
,3. Reference 1.1 1.7 -1.0 3.9 3.5 2.4 1.9
¢ L ¢
Total#*** 1.1 2.8 -1.0 4.1 3.7 2.3 2.5

- *codposite 6f percentages of total items per test
**N = number of schools ' .

o ,
. *% 3! .
laRJ!: *we}ghted‘tota}s i

»
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Follow-up program students from schools with. typically lower reading *
achievement performed better than baseline students by an average.of 6.7 \_”,/
percent of the test items. 1In all comparisons for this set of schools
the program students did better than the baseline students by amounts
that’ranged from 3.2 percent to 11.4 percent. The more favorable com-
parisons were in the second grade and in the graphs and tables subarea.

Program students-from schools with typically higher reading achieve-
ment rformed better than baseline students on 12 of the 15 comparisons
with an“overall mean difference of 2.5 percent of the items for each

test. e amount of difference between follow-up and baseline student
achievement in this set of schools ranged from -2.3 percent to 5.2 percent.
P Considering that the number of test items for each test range ’

from 10 to 24 and the mean raw scores range from 5 to 20, a difference
of 6.7 percent, for example, may indicate a mean difference of one

or part of one item per test. Though the increases shown in Table §
are not substantial, they are so consistently attained for all the
grades and subareas for both levels of typical reading achievement
that a univariate analysis of variance found them to be not a result
of random effects. : "

Table 7 shows the results of the analysis of variance for both
types of schools. 'The design included one Between-subjects variable,
grfade, and one within-subjects variable, time of test administration.
The unit of observatjpn is a school. The most important outcome was
that the multivariate F ratios were statigticélly significant (p < .0001)
for the main effect of time of test administration. It is also to be
.noted that there was a significant grade main effect (p < .0033).

A final analysis of results on the program-embedded tests was a
comparison of baseline and follow-up mastéry of’ the specific objectives
tested. Table 8 shows the mean differences between the two test

¢ sittings in terms of percentages of students mastering each .objective.
To master an objective the student had to meet the criterion of answering
80 percent or more of the test items correctly.

In schools with typically lower reading achievement the percentage ) .
of students mastering objectives was 10.3 percent greater for the follow-
up studedﬁs. In schools with typically higher reading achievement an
overall improvement of 5.1 percent took place. For both groups of
schools follow-up vetsus baseline mastery- differences were smallest in
the reference subarea. <

In each analysis the program students with lower reading dchieve-
ment levels performed better than their comparison group to a greater
degree than did the program students with the higher reading achieve-
ment levels. This may be due in part to the fact that the first set
of schools had 10 to 15 percent more room for growth than did the
second set of schools. Baseline test results for the first set of
schools showed a mean of 63.9 percent correct responses and 38.3
percent students mastering objectives. For the second set of schools
74.4 percent of the total responses were correct and 53.1 percent of -
the students mastered ijegﬁives tested.

B
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TABI:E*

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE™SHOWING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCES ﬁ
OF MAIN EFFECTS OF TIME OF TEST ADMINISTRATION AND GRADE
ON PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TEST RESULTS

-

Source

", Schools with Typically Low
Reading Achievement

Between

grade i 126.8709 4.8794
error . . 26.0013

wWithin

2 time of test administration 1 656.5718 35.3532
[ .3

e grade x time 5 5801, 0.5158

1\ error i 24 18.5717

Schools with Typically High
Reading Achievement

Between
grade - : "684.1717  21.5121

exror 31.8040

wWithin *
V4 .
time of test administration 1 222.99 16.5175

grade x time 5 27.9705 " 2.0718

error: 95 13.5002
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) TABLE 8 !
MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SCORES IN TERMS OF
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDRE;{}TTAINIM MASTERY STATUS ON PROG OBJECTIVES -
BY GRADE, SUBAR (&D LEVEL OF TYPICAL READING PER CE
Schools with Lower Typical Grade .
Reading Achievement 1 2 3 4 5 6 = Total*
Maps . 13.1 17.4 2.3 12.6 8.8 10.5
S Graphs and Tables .* 17.0 17.8 12.9 4.8 9.8  12.5
é Reference 3.9 13.2 9,3 16.0 6.5 6.0 8.5

Total* 3.9 14.1 14.9 10.4 8.6 8.0 10.3

”

Schools with Higher Typical . Grade
;JReading Achievement 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 Total
5 Maps ' 11.8 =-2.5 9.2 3.0 6.5 6.3
© Graphs and Tables : 5.2 --  10.5 9.3 -1.9 6.6
g Reference 2.2 3.1 -1.1 6.0 5.7 ‘4.8 3.7
Total ' 2.2 6.4 -1.6 ’8.2 " 6.6 4.6 5.1

*weighted mean

Standardized Tests

Since the standardized tests used for the two types of schools
have different content and scoring charactdristics, and since they .
were. administered in different time sequences, their results are treated
separately.

sl
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Schools with typically low reading achievement. The schedule for
administration of the Study Skills subtests 'of the Comprehensive Tests
of Basic Skills to schools with typically low reading achievement is
shown in Table 9. Although reference skills was introduced to Grades
3 and 4 a semester later than the other subareas, it was evaluation-
tested along with maps skills because both types of items belonged to
the single test. The baseline of November 1971 measured the achievement
of Grades 3 and 4 immediately prior to implementation of maps and graphs
and tables skills and one semester prior to the introduction of reference
skills. The first follow-up measured the effect of a year's imple- ~
mentation of maps skills and a brief exposure to reference skills. R
The second follow-up measured the effect of two school years' imple-
mentation of mapé skills and one year, two months' implementation of
reference skills. No items on graphs and tables were on the tést;
therefore' graphs and tables hievement was not directly measured at
these grade levels for, these ‘schools.

Profiles showing comparative achievement on standardized tests
for Grades 3 and 4 in &he schools with typically low reading achieve-
ment are shown 1in Figure 3. Detailed results by school are located
in Appendices J and K.

Grade 3 showed dramatic improvement by the first follow-up,
meeting 1ts grade equivalent of 3.2 for national norms. Some decrease
was shown by the second follow-up. Overall gains for Grade 3 were
.6 grade equivalent points and 19 percentile points. Grade 4 showed
steady improvement with an overall gain of .4 grade equivalent points
and 13 percentile points.

“
¥ TABLE 9
. STANDARDIZED TESTING SCHEDULE IN SCHOOLS .
WITH TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT -
Eyaluation Sc.hedule Grade ipareasdTested -Z;
Baseline 11/71 } 3, 4 Maps, Reference Skills
.l§t Follow-up 11/72 3'
2nd Follow-up 7/73 AS, 6 Maps, Graphs and Tables
5, & ” Reference Skills

Baseline‘5/72 .
Follow-up 11/73

Vet

el
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Percentile Rank

* Percentile Rank

GRADE 3 27
Q%F:;:::::::::::::::
- - )
BH-————————=———————
/p—— t——————— .
o —————— Grade
ol —— — e Equivalents
=== == === [II[U]“ « Baseline 3
o S it I 11/71 ¢
————————1 22 il 77 i
OfF———————1 *ﬁ————%——— 1st Follow-up
30“——**“‘71*——“"*——“/*—— 11/72 3.2
20'————“‘“‘?‘————-—:"——— 7 /, S
ol — ___ﬂ;?;mfy___ ZZ 2nd Follow-up 2.9
” , . 11/73
5 S 11§ IR 0% I 77 I
N 11 I G BN I
204
o} // -
GRADE 4
__________________ 4
990r—- ——————————————————
W ————— ——
BF———————————— —————
e /“/_:,—/w‘/_ - !
-7 = ——————— - //, ’ Grade
T e Equivalents
B4 e [Hm] Baseline 3.2
gg —————————————————— 11/71 :
“or - %——~——F———Z——— ] s Follow-up’ , ,
V=R 1Tt V4~ 11/72 =
20— ——4 .—___4..-_.._.__%___
p 7z 2nd Follow-up
of =1t 11/73 5.6
[ Y %___ ; ’
2-——dHW —— di—ra . . -
T=—— —-—_-._____/_.__
O. % é . .
Figure 3. A comparison of percentile* and grade equivalent** means,
\ 1971-73, on Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, .
Level 1, Test 9 (stng Reference and Graphic Haterzals), ?

at grades 3-4 in schools with typ‘z.cally low reading

achievement. )

*large city norms
"natlonal norms; expected grade equivalents for the time of testmg

were 3,2 for Grade 3 and 4.2 for Grad?ﬁ

s oy
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"Table 10 compares baseline and final follow-up résults for maps
skills and for reference skills. ‘This was done by sepgarating items™
related to maps from those related to reference skills and computing
raw scores fdr each content type. Relative gains weresimilar for .-
both types of items.- Grade 3 showed an improvement on 8 pereent of
the reference items and 10 percent of the maps items. Grade 4 showed
an improvement of 13 percent on both types of items. .

Comparative results on standardized tests for Grades-5 and 6
are shown in Figure 4. Substantial gains were shown for both grades
on both tests. Grade equivalent differences ranged from .4 to .8.
Percentile point differences ranged from 8 to 20. Table 1l shows the
test results in terms of raw score means.

-

TABLE 10

RAW SCORE MEANS ACCORDING TO CONTENT, NOVEMBER 1971 VERSUS NOVEMBER 1973,
ON COMPREHEQ;IVE TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS, fORM Q, LEVEL 1, .
STUDY SKILLS TEST.9 (USING REFERENCE AND GRAPHIC MATERIALS) IN
GRADES 3-4' IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPIGALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT

©

Ne. Items 20 10 . 30
References References Maps .Maps Total Test -Total Test

Date N* Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
~ Baseline .
o (11/71) 127 6.52 2.87 2.99 2.04 9.51 4.18
!'o .
© Follow-up . i
v (11/73) 132 ' 8.14 4.09 4.03 2.36 12.17 ] 5.88
< Baseline . v
o (11/71) ©o128 8.97 3.92 4.36 2.28 13.33 5.63
'U - 1
£ Follow-up . .
© (11/73) 127 11.48 3.80 5.63 2.32 17.12 5.60

*number of students

* Schools with typically high reading achievement. The Study Skills
subtests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were admifistered to the
sehools with typically high reading achievement according to the regu-

“ lar schedule used for the general field test evaluation (see Figure 1).
One subtest was available for evaluating the effects of implementation
.of each subarea at each grade.level for Grades 3 to 6.

~




29

Grade
Equivalents

Maps & Graphs & Tables
ﬂﬁm Baseline -
11/71
[:] 1st Follow-up
o 11/72

7 2nd F -
7/4 ’ 11/73011”H P

Percentile Rank

Reference Skills
E::] Baseline
5/%2

Follow=-up

5/73

Grade

Equivalents |

9

Maps & Graphs & Tables
Baseline
MHB 11/71 4.6

lst Follow=-up
D 11/72 4.8

L
77 2nd Follow-up
Y 11/73 5.0

Percentile Rank

Reference Skills

Baseline o
5/72

I

Follow-up
5

s

Figure 4. A comparison of percentile* and grade equivalent** means
1971~-73, on Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q,
Level 2, Test 10 (Using Graphic Materials) and Test 9
(Using Reference Materials), at grades 5-6 in schools
with typically low rehding achiévement.

*large city norms ) . .
*#*national norms; expected grade equivalents for the time of testing
were the actual grade plus .2 for Test 10 and the actual grade plus
.8 for Test 9 ’
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_TABLE 1

RAW SCORE MEANS, BASELINE VERSUS.FOLLOH-UP; ON COMPREHENSIVE ‘TESTS
"OF BASIC SRILLS, FORM Q, LEVEL 2, IN GRADES 5-6 IN SCHOOLS WITH
TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT

a

T

Study Skills Test 10
Using Graphic Materials

Study Skills Test 9

Using Reference Materials

No. Items

30

20

s
Date

Std. Dev.

Date N

Raw Score

Mean

Baseline
W (11/71)
Q

Y Follow-up
5 (11/73)

Baseline

" (5/72 132

Follow=-yp

(5/73) 136 >

7.68

10.39

o Baseline
o (11/71)

g .

o Follow-up
©(11/73)

137

123

Baseline
(5/72 125

Follow-up
(5/73) 139

9.05

10.31

*numbgr of students

-

The comparative results are shown in Figure 5.
by schopl are located in Appendices L and M.

Detailed results
As the data in Pigure

5 indicate, ‘in no comparison did the baseline students perform better

‘than the program students.

In five of the 12 comparlsons, all of them

pertaining’ to maps and graphs and tables, there was no difference in
the grade equivalents for the program versus the non-program students.
In all five of‘these cases the mean raw scores were greater for the

program students than for the non-program students.

.In the

other six

cases, the positive differences in grade equivalents ranged from .1 to

.3 with an overall mean of .1.

differences at all grade levels.

OBJECTIVE 2:

IMPLEMENTATION CHARACTERISTICS

Reference skills alone showed positive

To evaluate the implementation of the program in the field test
schools, the requisites of implementation were used by the field test
A gombined rating was obtained for every school on each of
‘the thirteen requisites (see page 18 for method employed).

monitors.

are summarized in Pigure 6 "and Table 12

A\

These ratings
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»
1 =,little or no attempt to ;
meet reguisite s -
s .
2 =" less than adequate attempt
Lo meet requisite
3= adequate'but'lees than ,
expected attempt to meet .
reguisite ’
h 4
4 = expected level of- meeting c.
. requisite <« ,
5 =‘more than expected effort . - :
-~ to meet requisite .

“ﬁ‘ ) '
Dlstrlbutaoh of rat;ngs for the twenty-two field test
schools over all requmaltes for 1mp1ementat10n combined.
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.

Figure 6 shows the distribution of ratings fﬁg each field test
school on the combined requisites of implementation. Table 12 shows
the mean rating achieved for each of the requisites over all schools
.combined. As the data in the figure and table indicate, the overall
implementation was 3.0, which was adequate but less than expected.
Five schools met the expetted level (3.6-4.0) and three schools were

" less than“adequate (1.6~2.5). Over all schools only four of the
weighted requisites were met as expected (3.7-4.0) and they were not
deemed as relatively important to the implementation of the program
(weight = 1). The most important requisite (providing skill instruc-
tion during the implementation; weight = 4) received the lowest

mean- rating (2.3). - L. .

The particular importance of thé implementation data lies in its
relationship to the effectiveness of the program. The three highest
rated schools and' the three lowest rated schools were studied to
document this relationship. One of the latter schools had typicaliy
lower reading achievement. The results from this school were adjusted
to be comparable to.the other five schools via thé following procedure:

-

low achievement mean - specific low achievement result
high achievement mean  hypothetical high achievement counterpart

Table 13 details the results on the Deéign tests by subarea and by
‘" .sch . ’
The evidence from the program-embedded tests did not support
the existence of a relationship between implementation and program
effectiveness. Design test results showed insubstantial differences
- in improvement between the two groups. The three highest, rated
sch2:§s had a mean difference of-2.3 percent between the baseline
scores and the follow-up scores. The three lowest rated schogls had
a mean difference of 2.4 percent. This compares .to the overall mean
difference of 2.5 percent for the schools with typically high reading .
achievement. Mean baseline scores for the highest rated and the
lowest rated schools were within two percentage points of each other.
. Thus there was almost equal room for improvement for all of the
schools. : ' )
Standardized test results, however, showed positive differences
favoring the highest rated schools (see Table 14). The three highest
rated schools attained a mean grade equivalent difference of .3
while the mean for the three iowest rated schools was .0. This
compares to the overall mean-difference of .1 grade equivalent points.

B ~ = ’

OBJECTIVE 3: PROGRAM FEASIBILITY

-

Acceptability . .

The progrsm was generally well accepted by the staff in 14 of
the 22 schools, Elthough in every case some reservations. were expressed.
_ Widely varying attitpdps or ambivalence were reported in seven of the
schools, and a desire to discontinue use of the program was expressed

-~ by ohe school. Teachers with positive attitudes toward StudyHSkillé—.
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T ) * TABLE 13 , \ ©o. -
COMPARISON SHOWING MEAN PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES -
BETWEEN BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP RESULTS ON DESIGN TESTS
' FOR HIGHEST RATED VERSUS LOWEST RATED SCHOOLS

L"i Overall ‘ Graphs .

: Baseline and Reference Overall
Scores Maps Tables Skills Difference*

Highest Rated Schools

School A n.2 - 5.2 2.1 -1.2 1.4

School B 76.0 . 4.0 12.1 1.8 3.8 °
school € 80.4 5 A 2.3 1.4
3 Schools Q

Combined** 73.9 3.2, 5.0 ‘1.0 2.3

Lowest 'Rated Schools

-

School X 73.2 4.4 3.6 1.2 - 2.6
School Y 75.3 2.3 -5.3 2.7 1.4
School Z**#* 67.6" 4.9 - 3.3 2.1 3.2
3 Scheols - . ¢ N

Combined 72.0 3.9 .5 2.0 _ 2.4

* *weighted mean (unit is test)
**mean of means (unit is school)
***adjusted figures

[ 3 - 14 "
TABLE 14

COMPARISON SHOWING MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP RESULTS ON STANDARDIZED TESTS
FOR HIGHEST RATED VERSUS LOWEST RATED SCHOOLS

. »
.

Highest Rated Schools » Change Lowest Rated Schools Change
School A .4 * ' School X -.1
School B' .4 -+ school Y .2

" school ¢ .0 " ‘school 2* .0
Combined .3 Combined Oy

O  *adjusted results ~
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all had similar comments. Firet, the students enjoyed it so there was
Pleasure in teaching it, and second, the framework identified critical
skills and helped organize and evaluate instruction which in many cases

. Wwas previously carried out on a casual basis, if at all. Almost every
person interviewed, even where general staff attitude was not favorable,
reported- that students almost without exception enjoyed the Study
Skills activities and the tests. In one inner-city school the students
contlnually asked to take a test which they seemed to view as a game
or puzzle. The ins®ructional activities, whether develope& by the Center
or the school, were also liked by students because they involved -visuals -
and manipulatives and allowed movement about the room. .

Although the following problems did not exist in every school, the

majority of them occurred to some degree in most schools as reported
by staff members:

1. 1Inability to meet staff planning requirements, invoiving both
initial’ inservice time and ongoing released time, to prepare
for instruction and to supplement the instructional materials
in the teacher's resource files

Y 2. Difficulty in scheduling adequate Study Skills instruction
in the school day due to its low priority in the turrigulum,
either because of administration requirements or because of
(teachers' judgments favoring instruction in Word Attack and
directly related reading skills.

o
3. Management difficulties, particularly in integrating Study
Skills with content areas and in forming instructional groups.

.Overabundant testing, both‘programmatic and evaluative.

LR S

An overwhelming number of skills and amount of related mate-
rials w1thgyh1ch to become famlllar.

Swub

Table 15 shows distributions of ‘attitudes according to school '
organization and level of typical reading achievement. Teachers in
schools with some sort of unit organization were generally .more enthu-

.Siastic than those in the schools with self-contained classrooms. Also,
teachers ih the schools with typically high reading achievement showed
stronger preferences for the program than those in the schools with.
typically low" reading achievement.

It is interesting to note that the three conventionally organized
schools with higher' typical reading achievement which reported general
satisfaction with the program had incorporated into their organization
one central feature of the concept of IGE-multiunit schools. This
was the designation of one person as leader and the regular scheduling
of meetings for teachers within a grade level. These schools, although
théy were by and large traditionally set up, were modified to allow
for regular grade level meetings, and particular responsibility for
coordinating the Design was assigned to reading resource teachers.

‘ Informal observation relqgorced the idea that leadership and com-
munication among teachers were probably essential for overcoming the
various Study Skills implementation problems and in maintaining high
morale among teachers. Conversely the lack of a leader for plannipg




. TABLE 15 /\
ISTRIBUTIONS OF ATTITUDES ACCORDING TO

=~

GENERAL SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS,

\ : Generally ’ Generally
\ ’ Satisfied Ambivalent  Dissatisfied

unitized

N =13
conventional

N=4

Schools with Higher Typical
Reading Achievement
N =17

v

‘unitized
N=1
conventional
N=4

Schools with Lower Typical
Reading Achievement
o N=25

Total
N'= 22

'

B
+
.

A
+

/
at each grade/ievel and the consequent byrden on the individual teacher
seemed to gdaender frustration, dislike, and rejection of the program.
This becomes especially evident when implementation is examined on a
grade-by-grade or unit-by-unit basis. Where a leader who was involved
in both teaching and planning with teachers was identified or had emerged,
the study Skills program was better accepted and used.

Three other factors were observed in schools with generally favor-
able attitudes toward the program. First, these schools had often
received some type of outside -assistance with the program. For example,
in Eau Claire student teachers from the UW-Eau Claire had prepared
extensive social studies and mathematics units which meaningfully incor-
porated Study Skills at several levels. Also, the college held an all-
day Study Skills workshop where implementation ideas were shared. fThe
Eau Claire school system gave the school librarians released time and
complete reéponsibility for preparing basic reference resources as well as
expecting that they would assist and even coordinate all school planhing
and instruction in reference skills. Another example of outside help for
at least two schools was the involvement of public librarians in teaching
reference skills. .

Another factor which seemed to enhante positive attitudes among

_ teachers was flexibility within the curriculum. In schools where the
required texts or units of study could be eliminated or altered, the
staff could more readily develop content in conjunction with Study
Skills. Or when the curriculum could be scheduled in a two- to three-
year cycle such that, for example, all students at any'one time in
Grades 4-6 might work on the same topic in a "4th grade textbook," the
staff could devote more attention to Study Skills and a single sub-
stantive area. The other factgr which seemed to encourage a poqitive

\
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attitude was time and recampense for preparing in%tructional activities.
In one Colorado school six teachers each spent 20-40 hours in August
preparing independent game-llke actiyitieg. Credit workshops for Study
Skills materials preparation also received a good response from teachers.
Attitudes expressed by principals were generalkly consistent with
those of their teachers. Involvement of the principals in actual im- .
plementation varied greatly from school to school. At twowultiunft -
schools the principals were extensively involved in keying curricular
materials to the skills and were somewhat involved in actual instruction
of Study Skills. The principals in :;e self-contained schbols generally
had less direct involvement with the program.
Consultants in central offices for three distric
extensively involved in the implementation of Study j
reports on the stltus of Study skills in their sch A_ The Milwaukee
consultant considered melementat1on in the Milwauke®e schools to be
on the whole successful, aside from difficulties involved in introduging
the program. The Eau Claire elementary supervisor expressed much
enthusiasm about the prodram and coordinated the schools' efforts in
training teachers and in keying materials. The Jefferson County,
Colorado, readlng consultants cited favorable standardized test results,
teacher commitment to Study Skills, improved instruction through individ-
ualization, and the program's effectiveness with poor readers as factors
giving rise to a generally .positive attitude toward Study Skills in
their district.

hich were ,
1s gave positive

Schedulig& . ; ! ,

On the subject of scheduling, .the majority of teachers in the con-
ventionally organized schools taught Study Skills in the homeroom with
the expectation that application’would take place informally 1in’the
subject area classes. The exceptions occurred at the upper grade levels
where some form of departmentalization existed. There Study Skills
was taught by the social studies, science, and/or language arts teachers.
These groups of children remained stable so that most children in a |,
class were exposed to the same skill &t the same tifme.

Scheduling for Study Skills appeared to be more easily accomplished
and more flexible in the unitized schools. This was indicated 'in part
by the fact that most unitized schools were able to begin implemehta-
tion sooner and more systematicaNy than most self-contained schools.
Cross-age grouping within a unit, and regrouping of children accordihg
to skill needs, were common phenomena in these schools. Instruction
in Study Skills was often integrated into the social studies, language
arts, and science curricular units. In some schools time taken from
one or more of these subject areas was used to instruct Study Skills
in a skill by skill approach similar to that used for Word Attack. In
other schools the subjeéf matter was dominant and“Trewy skills were
taught as they pertained to the subject matter, so thatRinstruction in
Study Skills took place concurrently with instruction ir} the subject area.

Often library time was used for instruction of reference skills,
and in at least five schools librarians took the roles of resource,

persons, teachers, and even coordinators of the !?ference skills program.
) . * .
;o




Cost

. / _
" Program implementation costs fell into two cate?ories: Design
materials including NCS scoring services and non-Des gn supplementary
materials. In the districts for which there are accurate data, actual
break-in costs including machine scoring for the first year of imple-
mentation of the maps subarea and the graphs and tables subarea were
$1.60 per child. 1In the second year of the field test), there was no
opportunity to analyze the break-in  costs for the reference skills

‘subarea or continuing costs for the maps subarea and the graphs and

tables subarea because the Center changed its mode of sharing respon-
sibility for costs. That year schools were responsible for all costs
of materials and\the Center paid machine scoring.expenses only.
Apticipated costs based on the price list were §.92 per student for
break-in for the reference skills subarea. No-estimate was made for
continuing costs for the maps subarea and the graphs and tables sub- .
area. -—
. Projected break-in costs for schools beginning with the complete
field test version of the Study Skills program including machine
scoring were $2.00 per pupil. Since this situation did not occur in the.
large-scale field test, actual data are unavailable to support or ~
qualify the projections. .
- Break-in costs for the revised commercial edition are estimated
to be $1.64 per pupil with machine scoring and $1.19 without it, given
that there are 100 students per level at all levels and that retesting
does not occur more than 5 percent of the time. The cost for continuing
the program in later years should'be between $.15 and $.35 per pupil.
This is the amount required to replace the consumable materials. A
detailed cost comparison based on price lists is located in Appendix N.
As far as the non-Design materials are concerned, the amounts of
money spent by schools varied considerably. Two schools reported
spending nothing on supplementary instructional materials; at the
other extreme, dne school estimated having spent between $2,500 and
$3,000. Most schools spent between $100 and $400. Generally the
types of materials invested in were maps and globes, audiovisual
equipment and filmstrips, SRA and Nystrom kits, dictionaries, and
children's newspapers and periodicals. Many of these materials were
nonconsumable and could be used in future years. There appears to be
little relationship between the amount of -money spent on non-Design
materials in the initial year of implementation and results on the
Design and standardized tests, although it is interesting to note that
the two extremes--the two schools that reported spending nothing and
the school that spent thousands on supplemental materlals--showed on
the whole less improvement than other schools. - '
Although aides were used to assist implementation in many schools,
either by doing record-keeping and testing or, as the field test pro-
gressed, by assisting with instruction of individuals, there was no
indication that extra aides were hired in order to implement Study
Skills. _Some schools, usually self-contained, were able to implement
Study Skills without assistance from aides.

Kindergarten Applicability

Indications from the pilot test that there were problems at Level A
were confirmed by the Type I field test. Fewer than half of the schools
implemented Stydy Skills at the kindergarten level. In a few cases
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" implementation did not occur at the Grade 1 level either. Teachers
and principals maintained that the curricglum at the primary levels
was too crowded to admit regular implementation of Study Skills and
that they preferred to concentrate on Word Attack. Most of the teachers
who taught Level A thought that the skills were too easy for most chil-
dren. They did like, however, the fact that the identification of
these -skills gave them an awareness of behaviors whose importance to
a child's intellectual development is often overlooked. They liked
the activities suggested in the teacher's resource file and felt it
was helpful to have a framework for assessing the few doubtful cases.
Other implementation problems were associated—witira—substantive
gap between the Level A and the Level B skills. In an attempt to
bridge the gap during the course of the field test, the developers
split the Level B skills into nonreader and reader skills. The problem
was somewhat alleviated. But still most children could not handle the
nonreader Level B tests once they showed mastery of the Level A skills.
Since there was almost 100 percent mastery of all Level A skills by
kindergarten children, the Level A tests proved useless for placing
first grade students in the program. .When the students did success-
fully move on and complete the nonreader Level B skills, they reached
a stalemate &t the reader Level B skills, especially in posttesting.
Teachers complained that even when the.child could successfully work
on agtivities for the skill, the teacher then had to read almost every
word ‘of the test to the child. The number of specific criticisms of )
test format at the B level indicated that to a large degree the problem
was associated not so much with the content as with the Presentation
of the test items.

OBJECTIVE 4: REVISIONS RECOMMENDATIONS ~

Many of the same data' which were used for the summative purpose of
gawging the effectiveness of the program were also used for the formative
purpose of determining what improvements needed to be made. First, .

* teacher data on the usability of the materials, the ease of scheduling,
and other aspects of implementation were compiled for review by the
developers. See Appendix M for teacher comments. Second, all data on
the program-embedded tests were used to determine the need for revisions
in the instruments as well as in the relé‘yd objectives. See Appendix-
N for a summary of test results. .« - *

Teacher data from the Type I field test confirmed that the Study
Skills program had the following strong points: it filled an important
gap in the elementary curriculum by identifying essential $kills which
previously were picked up on the side if at all; it provided a manage-

. ment system for organizing instruction and evaluating performance on
those skills; in addition, it involved a variety of media and i ruc-
tional approaches which motivated students to learn and to enjoy \tudy
skills.
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~~ The following were. some of the problems in Study Skills which were
illuminated by teacher and test data. The number of individual skills. -
was overwhelming. Some of the skills were so finely disti‘guished

that instruction in one would bring about mastery of others. The time
required to teach different skills varied from mere exposure to a matter
of weeks. Some of the skills were 'inappropriately leveled. There was
an overabundance of time-consuming individual assessments. There

were too few individual activities. The concept of integration of
.Study Skills with the. content areas was a new and complex addition to
" the system of melenentation of the Design., In addition there were

the usual editing and formatting problems w. H!bh are expected in any
field test of a product under development.

The evaluation did not indicate a need for any change in the
general management system of the Design. Nor did it suggest any.need
for extensivet* redevelopment or creation of new materials. The revisions
which took place involved primarily editing, reorganizing,’ and stream-
lining of the program. The number of skills was reduced from 132 to
71 (see Table 16), approximately the same number of skills per level
as in Word Attack. There were now proportionally fewer skills at the
lower levels (see Table 17) where Study Skills was implemented con-
currently with Word Attack. All but -seven of the original 47 individ-
ually assessed skills were removed from the Study Skills area, and per-
formance tests were devised for the remaining ones. Many of the skills
were combined or releveled according to the guidelines derived from
the test data. "As far as the materials are concerned, revisions were
made along the following lines. The teacher's resource file was ex-
panded to include more varieties of learning experiences. One skill
card which could follow a child through the entire cou of his ele-
mentary experience was developed, replacing the two ini:;%‘ﬂévelop-
mental version. The revised version contained one test administrator's
manual and test B®oklet per level instead of the original two, so that
the test administration would be less complex. Alternative possibilities
for implementation which were developed by field test schools were
described in the teacher's planning guide.

For more detail on the revisions which took place subsequent to
the field test see Working Paper No. 128 (Sals, 1975).

-
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TABLE 16

DISTRIBUTION OF SKILLS IN STUDY SKILLS
BY SUBAREA BEFORE AND AFTER REVISIONS

Developmental

Maps 33

"

Graphs and Tables- 19
Reference Skills 80 -

TOTAL

TABLE 17
DISTRIB/\WION OF SKILLS IN STUDY SKILLS

BY LEYEL BEFORE AND AFTER REVISIONS

/ E4

/

Level Developmental

A L9

CONCURRENT
WORD ATTACK
IMPLEMENTATION

16

19

25

26

20

17

-
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SUMMARY : .

4 - [}
A field test of the precommercial version of the Study Skills
element of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development was con-
ducted in 22 schools from 1971 to 1973.  Seventeen of the schools were
situated in rural to suburban locations and had prior reading achieve-

7 . . . .
ment at or above national norms. Five were located in an inner-city

area and had prior reading achievement below national norms. Half of
the schools had a multiunit organization and half were organized on a
- self-contained basis. - ) ’

~The objectives of the field test were as follows: (1) to deter-
mine whether students who participated in Study Skills showed.greater
achievement than students who did not, as indicated by program-embedded
criterion-referenced measures and by norm-referenced standardized
tests; (2) to document the degree to which recommended implementation
procedures were followed; (3) to determine the feasibility of the pro-
gram from the points of view of acceptability, ease of scheduling, cost,
and kindergarten applicability; and (4) to gather feedback on all
components of the program in order to recommend program revisions.

Data-gathering procedures involved the administration of the
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Study Skills and the
Iowa Tests Of Basic Skills or the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills
immediately before implementation of Study Skills (baseline) and one
year later (follow-up) for assessment of objectives I and 4. Prior
median reading performance was a factor in grade placement for these
instruments. Data relative to objectives 2, 3, and 4 were gathered
via interview schedules, questionnaires, informal conversations, and
comment cards. Monitoring interviews were conducted twice yearly
and each school was visited approximately three times throughout the
field test. 4 . . ’

The results of assessment related to objective 1 indicated a con-
sistently positive trend in favor of the Study Skills students on pro-
gram-embedded and standardized measures. In all analyses schools with
lower typical reading achievement showed greater improvement than
schools with higher typical reading achievement. The achievement
results are summarized in Table 18.

Regarding objective 2, overall implementation was adequate but
less than expected. The most important procedure, providing sufficient

‘skill instruction, received a less than adequate mean rating. An
analysis relating implementation to student achievement did not support
the hypothesis that more thorough implementation yields greater
achievement. Investigations related to objective 3 found Study Skills
to be generally well accepted, with some reservations in all cases.
Schools with team organization showed the most positive outlook toward
the program. The program was relatively inexpensive with initial
overall costs of less than $2.00 pef pupil and nominal continuation

\ -
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costs. Formative data gathered for objective 4 indicated that the
- number of skills was overwhelming, that some skills overlapped eachs
. other and others were 1nappropr1ately leveled, and also that there
were too many tlme-consumlng assessments through observation or per-
\;;rmance. As a result the program was reorganized and streamlined.

e number of skills was reduced from 132 to.71 and the number of
assessments through observation or performance was reduced'to seven.
Additional changes were made in format and materials in response to
comments, on’ the program's usability.

The field test demonstrated that even with the many imperfections
of the precommercial version the Study Skills program was a viable
and effective addition to the elementary school curriculum. Study
Skills demanded more teordination than many programs, which could
result in its being given low priority when tompeting with other
programs for scheol time. Yet teachers on the whole supported it
because the framework, by identifying essential skills, helped
organize and evaluate instruction which in many cases was carried out
previously on a casual basis, if at all. The teachers supported the

rogram and enjoyed teaching it even more when they saw how much the
tudents enjoyed it.
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APPENDIX A

]

Statement #€ Skills and Objectives for the.
’ Field t Version of Study Skills

3

$kill number is given after’ the-skill description. For example,
Level A, Skill 5 is found in the outline at A.3.b. An i following
tle skill number indicates that assessment must be_individually

administered. ’ .
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APPENDIX B
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SCHQ?L NAME LOCATION CATEGORY ORGANIZATION

SCHOOLS WITH TYPICALLY HIGH READING ACHIEVEMENT )

Jolmston App;gton,:Wis. small city unitized

McKinley ‘ éppleton, Wis.. ’small city itized

Barstow Eau Clai{éliiii;// _small city itized

.,Loc?st Lane Eau Claire, 2}8. smhll city un::IEEQ\\ ‘ ]

- Manz* Eau Claire, Wis. small CitZs . unitized

Whitney Green Bay, Wis. small city unitized

-Central Lake Geneva, Wis. small city unitized at K-2;

and Elvehjem Middle
River Heights

Oregon Elementary
and Oregon Middle

Parkview
Jacksoﬁ .

’Bear Creek

Belmar -
Fairmount
Fitzmorris

Maple Grove

*All schools excépt for this school participated in the Type I Word Attack

Q :1d Test.

McFarland Elementary

McFarland, Wis.

Menomonie; Wis.

Oregon, Wis.

Plymouth, Wis.
West Bend, Wis.

. .Lakewood, Colo.
?.

Lakewood, Colo.
Lakewood, Colo.
Lakewood, Colo.

Lakewood, Colo.

suburban or
fringe

small city

\"ﬁﬁ;urban or'

fringe
small ci}y
‘rural, village

suburban

]

suburban

suburban
7

suburban

.

suburban

12

" originally unitized,

" (departmentaljzed)

self-contained at 3-6

unitized

unitized

self-contained at K-3
unitized at 4-6

unitized for reading

unitized v

changed to self-
contained during -
fiqld'test

self-contained
self-contained (grade
leyel meetings)

self-contained (grade
level meetings)

self-contained (grade
level meetings)
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SCHOOL NAME

LOCATION

CATEGORY

ORGANIZATION

SCHOOLS WITH TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT

Green Ba& Avenpe
Keefe Avénue
Lanllette
Philipp

Franklin

Milwaukeé, Wis.
Milwaukee, Wis,
Miiwaukee, Wis.
Milwaﬂkee, Wis.

Milwaukee, Wis.

(3

i;ner-city
inner-city
inner-city
inner-city

inner-city

self-contained
self-contained
self-contained
self-contained

unitized for reading
(but not Study Skills)

-

L]
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

3

-

Wiéconéin Design for Reaaing Skill Development: Study Skills

. (J . N
The Wisconsin Research & Development Center for Cognitive Learning and the

e

School District agree cooperatively to field

test during the 1971-72 academic year instructional materials in Reading

developed by the Center.

" The Center will provide:
1. Support for the testing of pupils in half the participating schools.

\2. A management system to facilitate record keeping and easy use of
the records. (The school will be expected to provide file boxes
and punches [notchers] used R keep these records.) .

Test associated with the gathering of criterion data.

Feedback to school systems regarding the field test results inithe
form of a written report. The initial report will be provided by
January 30, 1972, with a more extensive report to follow by May 30,
1972. .

While the Center will provide consultant services as required, the school system
should recognize that the purpose of the field tests is to'ascertain

whether the pPY¥oduct can be used in a system with the support only of the

local central staff. To the degree the Center's services are required the
" field test is unsuccessful. This is not peant t¢ imply that we do’not

wish to know of gaps in the existing materials; we simply wish to indicate

that the system i3 expected to supply the resources at hand normally

provided in support of any reading program.

The system agrees to:

1. Make available at least two full days of staff inﬁhrvice for =all
new participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by
the local leaders who have attended a Center-conducted conference.
Of the two days inservice at least one day will be scheduled
before school begins; the other scheduled during ghe school year.

Coordinate the school system's testing program with the Center's
testing program.




J/

[

Engage all eligible 546 pupils and staff in the participating
school(s) 4in the progrim.

=

Pay aii shipping costs for sending'tests-to the vendor for
machine scoring. s - .

Devote an adequate amount of time (to be specified later) to the
teaching of study skills. Inmstruction will .be based on the con-
tinuous progress of the child without respect to the grade or
"level”™ designationss

Provide up to 2 hours of pupil time for the gathering of criterion
data yearly, apprise the Center of the local testing program and
share with the Center any intelligence or achievement data from
the’ participating schools gathered through the system's testing
program. ’

Inform the Center in advance of school boundary changes affecting
ovef 10Z of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination
of the test at the affected grade levels can be jointly considered.

Provide an adequate amount of time during the 1971-72 school year
for purposes of gathering data on pupils now in grades K-6.
Teachers preseéntly in the building will Zdmimister the tests.

Provide sufficient instructional materials to carry out a compre-
hensive program of study skills.

¢

Herbert J. Klausmeier, Director (signed)

Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning

(position) *




MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

* between

The Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning

¢ and

The Wisj7a§In Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning (Center)
and (District) agree cooperatively to field
test duA&:j the 1972-73 academic year instructional materials for the Study

Skills a of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development. The field
test will be conducted in

School(s) with all children in their second through seventh
(Gr, 1-6) years of school. The Center agrees to advise its vendor, National
Computer Systems, to fill orders for materials placed by the school dis€rict.

A. The Center will provide at no cost to the District:

1. All field test materials for teachers.
2. Machine scoring of tests for participating pupils.
3. Tests associated with the gathering of criterion data.

3 .

4. Feedback to school systems regarding the field test results in
the form of a written report. The initial report will be pro-
vided by January 30, 1973, with a more extensive report to
follow by May 30, 1973. -

- Consultant services as required. However, the school system
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to
ascertain whether the product can be used in a system with the
support only of the local central staff. If Center comsultant
services are required to any great extent, the field test
could be considered unsuccessful. This is not meant to imply
that we do not wish to know of gaps in the existing materials;
we simply wish to indicate that the system is expected to
supply the resources at hand normally provided in support
of any reading program.




7

B. . The District will insure that the participating school(s)

1. Provide all field test instructional materials for pupgls.

°

2. Provide all other instructional materials for pupils necessary,
to carry out a comprehensive program pf Study.Skills. -

3. Make available at least one-half day of’ staff inservice for
participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by
the local leaders. New teachers will receive additional
orientation to st Design in its entirety. -

v

4. Engage all eligible 1-6 pupils and staff in the participating

school(s) in the pr§gram. Kindergarten implementation is optional.

5. Devote two hours weekly in each school to the teaching of Study
Skills. Instruction will be based on the continuous progress
of the child without respect té grade or "level" designations.

6. Provide up to 2°hours of pupil time for the gathering of criterion
data yearly, provide teachers to administer such tests, apprise
the Center of the local’testing program and share with the Center
any intelligence or achievement data from the participating
schools gathered through the system's ‘testing program.

7. Pay any shipping costs for sending tests to the Center for pro-
" cessing or to the vendor for machine scoring.

* 8. Coordinate the school system's testing program with the Center's
testing program.

9. Inform the Center in advance of school boundary changes affecting
over 10Z of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination
of the test at the affected grade levels can be jointly considered.

C. The terms of this agreement will be from thé time it is fully executed
‘until June 30, 1973. However, the Center reserves the right to gather
follow-through data until December, 1973. It is furthermore understood
that this is the second and last of a two-year test of the'Study Skills

element.

Accepted By: ° < Agreed 'to: ‘
_ |
. :’

William R. Bush, Deputy Director (Signed) ;
Wisconsin Research and Development '
Center for Cognitive Learning /

. ‘
’ . Y, (Title) g l
Date (District) % ‘

_ . |
ERIC 3 (pate) [
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
between
The Wigconsin Research and Development Center fbr'Cognitive Learning

and

The Milwaukee Public Schools

The Wisconsin Research and Development Center fo£ Cogniti;; Learning (Center)
.and _The Milwaukee Public Schools (District) agree cooperatively to field

test during the 1972-73 academic year instructional materials for the Study

Skills area of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development. The field

test will be conducted in Green Bay Avenue, Keefe Avenue, Phil.pp, LaFollette,

and Franklin School(s) with all children in their second through seventﬁ

(Gr. 1-6) years of school. The Center agrees to advise 'its vendor, National

Computer Systems, to fill orders for materials placed by the school district.

A. The Center will provide at no cost to the District:

1. Seventy-fivelpprgent (752) of\all field test materials for both
teachers and pupils.

2. Seventy-five per cent (75%) of £§b~.achine scoring of tests for
participating pupils.

3. Tests associated with the gathering of criterion data.

4. Feedback to school systems regarding the field test results in
the form of a written report. The initial report will be pro-
vided by January fb, 1973, with a more extensive report to
follow by May 30, 1973.

5. Consultant services as required. However, the school system
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to
ascertain whether the product can be used in a system with the

" support om¥y of the local central staff. If Center consultant
services are required to any great extemt, the field test
could be considered unsuccessful. This is not meant to imply
that we do not wish to know of gaps in the existing materials;
we 8imply wish to indicate that the system is expected to
supply the resources at hand normally provided in support
of any reading program.

i ERIC : )
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. 4 . ’
B. The District will {nsure that the participating school(s) will:

1. Provide twenty-five pper cent (25%) of all field test instructional
materials for pupils, including machine-scoring

«2. Provide all other instructional materials for pupils necessary to
. carry out a comprehensive program of Study Skills. .

3. Make available at least one-half day of staff inservice for
participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by
the local leaders. New teachers will receive additional
orientation to thezfesign in its entirety.

4. Engage all eligible/ 1-6 pupils and staff in the participating
school(s) in th program . Kindergarten implementation is optional.

5. Devote two hours weekly in each school to the teazh(\p of Study
Skills. Instruction will be based on the continuous rogress -
of the child without respect to grade of "level" designations.

6. Provide up to 2 hours of pupil time for.the gathering of criterion
data yearly, provide teachers to administer such tests, apprise
the Center of the local testing program and share with the Center
any intelligence or achievement data from the participating
schools gathered through the system'e testing program. .

7. Pay any shipping costs for sending tests to the Center for pro-
cessing or to the vendor fcr machine scoring.

8. Coordinate the school system's testing program with the Center's
testing program.

9. Inform the Center in advance of-school boundary changes affecting
over 10% of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination
of the test at the affected ‘grade levels can be jointly considered.

g
C. The terms of this agreement will be from the time it is fully executed
until June 30, 1973. However, the Center reserves the right to gather
follow-through data until December, 1973. It is furthermore, understood
that this is the second and last of a two-year test of the Study Skills

element.
- k3
Accepted by: Agreed to:
’ *
William R. Bush, Deputy Director (Signed) . }

Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning

- (Title)

N

(Date) (District)

(Date)
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Data-Gathering fnstruments Used for Evaluation of
. Objectives 2, 3, and 4 .

o

[These instruments have been condensed to save space]
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Instrument 1

. WDRSD ~ INTERVIEW GUIDE

Vs / .

Directions: This form is only © Momitor

i
—

a guide; modify your questions Date

//// as necessary to get information. .School

> Person Interviewed

,Position

Word Attack Follow-up . . .

&

#

STUDY SKILLS (M, G &T ) IMPLEMENTATION

s,

How much time is currently being ai%g;téd to the Study Skills program?
Specify by grade if necessary. How'§s .this time distributed among
subject areas—if "taken" from thenh-aigis the Study Skills program
conducted independently? -

e

LElaborate on K-1-implementation if any. (E.g., were Level A tests used?
Pretesting strategies? Level B testing?)

Are "formal" Study Skills groups formed (pretest, instruction,’
posttest, etc.)? How are the activities and composition of these
groups correlated with the overall content of Social Studies
(Science, Math, etc.)? How long are the Study Skills group qytles?

~

What problems in generél have you had -implementing the Stud; Skills
program? (E.g., retesting, scheduling, imtegration with content,
grouping) .

What is the general reaction among your students and staff to the
Study Skills program? - '




< .’ .
R 80 ' - . . .
i Fl . )
) » o - PR 2
. N Instrument 2 .
¥ : L ' [ WDRSD Type I Field Test ~ = .
’ End-of-Year Questionnaire ¢ *
. s » . ’
. ¢ @’ for PRINCIPALS or COORDINATORS QNLY
: \ % C ‘ Name
. - Se. c ) . . L.
4 : N . . . School ¢
- ' 14
i . - Map, Gr"gph & Table Skills Implementation . .
[ 1. Which statement best describes your school's Map, Graph & Table skills
. . . implementation strategy this year? (If the answer differs for .
T, ’ different grade levels, please so indicate.) ‘ .
. . ) ___The Study Skills program (Map, Graph & Table) "taught as a
. - separate skill area (ip "isolation"). -,_ .o o
. _-__The Study Skiils program (Map, Graph & Table) was taught in
‘ . T direct conjunction with the social studies, science and math
, "\ curricula. ' :
. _/\. ’ ; . :
) . ' Other .
- "\. . v . -
“ ’ Comments:" , s, o - 3
. - S
v ° \‘\J
v' ; N .. . ° ’ \ . ' Q
v \ " ’ . » » /
. LAST MINUTE QUESTIO@ e e . -~ '
) ' e - 3ot s ‘ i . o
<~ ., Will you, as'g hcipal,\be’working in your building this summer? Yes . No
i ‘ N .
< o B » .
If "no" what 1s the last date we cd®teach you in_the building? -
t ) o R )
. 'If "yes -on what dates '(‘a'gfroximﬁitely). during the summer can we contact you 1
at school? ' ‘e K . l .( N .

". On what date dges school resme E*the children (hot inservice) this fall® %
2 [ - ., - . - " LY




[3 A
. ’d
. | o
- »
‘ 4
Continuagion of Word Attac}fﬁI.L: , c "
- e - . -
o . . ‘ .
- * ) L
Schoolwide Goalsetting-Word Attack . . .
- . G - -
s . . ° -
‘ : <
Fall Inservice.Plans for Study Skills (Reference) , .

1. lWhat is the date an;\approximzte timé for your §$all inéervice
session on implementation-of the Referenc kills subarea?, (Therg
will be no R& meeting. ) . . . ¢
Date. 4 ’ ¢
Ti%e " to )

Commeﬁf* ’ “ %0
H -
. « s sz
” . - G

2. What are your plan§ for Design inservice for new teachers?
"«.’/; «'9' " * . . . C
4 " . ‘ by N
School Organization : - . :
— : ¢ ] .
- ® . P 7
1. Do you anticipate any school organizational changes for fall?
If so, please specify (e.g., formation of a K-1 unit, creation
v of two Grade 1-3"units, change from grade.level teams to- . ~ ¢
e _cross-graded ‘units, etc): .

A 13

.

changes7

4

o Yes,: please’blain below. -

7\nf the following?
.IncreasédQprofessionalism

Increased use of con3u1tants

Improvedrrapport among staff

‘e

.\ 7

/

Yes

.
N
—— .,

' yes”

;\%y

- "4No .

.

If so, has utilization of the Desigp directly Influenced thesé

’

3 -~

3. Has utilization of the Design directlz influencednyour‘staff in

.7
No
T ")
No . ’ .

[———

No .

Extension of teaming and cooperatbve planning to other subject

:
—'matter‘ areas /'

No

bt}




ar

»

-

-

-
Enrollment Check

Areas 4, 5, 6—Last Calll . & . . e

] " 1

¥ 3

%

1.

.

4. How many Kindergarten teachera art there?

PléaSe state the' total number of Grade 1-6 students (excluding
Kindergarten) enrolled in youx school: Grade 1-6.stud@nts

What is your Kindergarten enrollment? _ p Kindergarten students

Please state the total number of teachers (excluding Kin&ergarten,

special education,.art-music teachers, etc.) in your school:
Grade 1-6 teachers -

Kindergarten teachers

. N > : 4

Many, many thanks for completing this questionnaire!
Please return in one of the enclosed envelopes.

~

4
4
5 .
- -
~
>
. ' L
<
" -~ - - - R - L] e - . i —_—
5 / ~ '
[ - +
. B
14 : A & - %
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Instrument 3

‘ WDRSD Type I Field Test
End-of-year Questionnaire (K-1, 2)
g -

Distribute only to K and Grade 1 unit or grade level leaders.
@ Grade 2 staff should be included when appropriate.

~

Name of School

DIRECTIONS: This questionnaire concerns the Level A Map Skills Performance
R Tests (in the pink-covered booklats). Please return it in one
.of the envelopes provided. -

.

~ 1. Check your status. K teaché&p ____Grade 1 teacher " ___Grade 2 teacher

—

2. Did you ever use any of the Level A Map Skills tests? Yes No
if "yes," please answer the remaining questions.

If "no," please return the questionnaire now.
Y

* k k k k k k k k k %k %

" 3. Which of the tests have you used? - (either gelf-administered or aide- \
agfitnig tered) . ‘ ' ;

*
Tgst 1 (Position of Objects) Test 2 (Measurement: Size)

" Test 3 (Measurement: Distance) -

b

4. About how long did eac;h test take to administex?

’
LA ’ £

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3
-_—— P — —_
0-1 minutes - " 0-1°'min.’ 0-1 min.

- ' 2-3 minutes 2-3 min. v _2=3 min.

4 . .
4-5 minutes ' 4-5 min. ‘ ____4-5 min. .
¥ |
) <
J

3v
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5. Bow and why were the tests used? (check all that apply)

as pretests to identify children who needed Level A instruction,

*as posttests after Level A instructfion to assess masteny’

____to identify children who already had mastered LeQel A skills
" without instruction and therefore might be ready to begin

Level B
N other ' ol
6. Which children were given the tests? For each group checked, estimate
(check all that apply) the 7 of childsen who were
. masters of the skill. (if none,
. 4
. ut 0%.)
Test 1 Test 2 Test 3
yén all children in my class or :
/ grade level )
' only children whose mastery of
the skills I was uncertain about
only "slower" childfen
all children who had received ‘ i
instruction in the Level A skills .
_____only children who had non—mastery ) - - ']
‘ on all (or all but one) of the ~ )
Level B Map skills‘ .

other //J \\ - i \\\\\__/'

- ] .
6.. ‘ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3
EXAMPLE: v/ only "slowar" children 100% 75% 95%
. . \ 6 : ' a {




LI

/

7. Which statement below best describes the relationghip between mastery
on the Level A Map Tests and re¢adiness for Level B Map SkiMs?

All or almost all children who demonstrated mastery on the Level A
-performance gests were definitely able to work suctessfully on Level
B Map Skills,

Some masters of Level A Map Skills' were ready for Level.B but there
were other Level A masters who could not handle the Level B Map Skills.
. o~ .
“Very few children who were masters of she Level A,Map Skills could .
then successfully work on Level B Map Skills. '

8. These tests were available to you for the March-May périod only. In your
-judgment for the grade level you checked above only, when would these
. tests be most appropriately used?

! [

Sept-Nov Dec-Feb March-May
[
For above avé}age students - - .
. .
'For average students

For below average students . v

9. Did you find yourself re-wording the questions on thesleests in otder to get
the children tg understand the task?

Yes, always Jfes, usually Yes, sometimes No, rarély or never

10. Did children who you judged by teacher'observatiqn as masters actually show
mastery on these Level A tests? (That is, were your expectations of mastery
confirmed?) .o ' ’

-

-

bl Yes, always Yes, usually ’ Yes, sometimes No, rarely or never
: s 4

... 11. Did children whom you would have judged as non-masters actually shew non-
" mastery on the tests? (That is, were your expectations of non-mastery. *
con@irmed?) ’

¢ Yes, always Yes, usﬁélly ' ‘Ye;, sometimes No, rarely or nevexr
—_— ) e —_— —

<




-

In your opinion would "teacher judgment" of mastery/mon-mastery on
these Level A object?ves hawve been sufficient?

Yes, teacher judgment would suffice. ’ J"

____No, the Level A Map Tests are neceséaryv;o assure an accurate
assessment.

Comment:

-

Which statement(s) describes your use of the Response Recotxd Form
on page 9 of the pink booklets?

I never used the form ¢
) . ,
I completed a form for every child tested

I reflrred to the c completed forms during later instructional
planning for students

other:

J

Did you ever use aides to administer the tests?

Yes, always Yes, usually Yes, sometimes No, rarely or never

-

Did you find the materials for the tests difficult to secure?

Yes, alWways Yes, usually. Yes, sometimes No, rarely or never

-
e s« - e :

Any additional comments you wish to make would be welcome. The Center is
revising all performance tests for Map, Graph & Table Skills and is
creating many such tests for the Reference Skills subarea, so we would
appreciate yoor suggestions. Further comments:

. H

Many, mahy thanks for completing this questiomnaire! ,
o Please return in one of the enclosed envelopes.




Instrument 4' \\ .

. " Monitoring Guide
Study Skills - Type I . .
First Visit -
(Principal)

“School . Date

Interviewee ' Moni tor

3

Position .

- 3 .

+ Map, Graph and Table Follow-up

. ’

1. Have you altered last year's strategy regarding the implementation of
M, G & T? If sg what caused you to change and what are you doing
differently? (cWetck on K-1 implementation)

3
% -

2. How much inservice time did you &evo;e toM, G & T this fall?

3. How much (dollars) have you spe‘t in purchasing non-Design materials
for use this fall in M, G & T? .

How much (dol%grs) have you spent in purchasing Design materials in
continuing M, G &,T?

4. What problems have you had in continuing M, G & T’ Do you have aﬁy
- recommendations 1 this regard? T :

°

Reference Skills ) -

.
)

5. Did'you use the break-in testing recommendations for Reference .
Skills (dame leVel as current M, G & T Level)? 1If so how did it
work?. If not, what strategy did you use and how did it work? ~

.

. »
.

6. When was your Reference Skills inservice? May we have a copy of

. the agenda? 1If not, what was th¢ agenda? ' (Look for length, parti-
*cipants; time; keying of materigls.) - . - %
.“ ) ! ~ Yy i ) h )
3 ‘v . T .
4 . - R
© N, '.j“':) ] '




7. Have you included the IMC director/librarian in your strategy for
implementing Reference Skills? 1f so, how? (Look for change or
integration ?f ‘past role.)

’

8. 1Is the é;rategy for implementing Reference Skills any different than
.that for M, G & T? (May, not need this question, because of 2. " Look
for skill group pattern, i.e., length, -skills per teacher, size of.
group, schedule for assessment, regrouping period, skill clustering,
skill groups across grades, A-B fit, subgrouping.)

L4l

v

9. How much (dollars) was spent in implementing Reference Skills?
(non-Design) -

10. What has been the tufn around time for NCS? Any other comments
regarding NCS? (be specific) -

11. How much more time will you be spending on keying local ma}eria;s?
How will the time be provided?

. - GET COMMENT CARDS!!!
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Instrument 5 /\-—/
-, Monitoring Guide .
- Study Skills - Type I )
T First Visit ' |
(Teacher) )
School : Date
Interviewee Monitor
Position
. - -
Map, Graph and Table Follow-up -
1. Do you have_any evidence of skill loss or skill gain over the summer?

‘ not, what strategy did you use and how did it work?

7+

Was thQ:Addenda useful? ‘Did you adopts tﬁy of the recommendations?

Did you use -the break-in testing recommendations for Reference Skills

. ® hY

If so~—which? What did you do about it?

.
L]

Have you altered last year's strategy regarding the implementation of
M, G & T? If so, what caused you to change and what are you doing
differently? (Check on K-1 implementation.)

Was the inservice adequate?

S

Which and how are they working? ITY

[}

What problems have you had ir continuing M, G & T? Do you have any
recommendations in this regard? . . N

4 -

- Reference Skills

(same level as current' M, G & T level)? If so how did it work? If

\A't
]
p

Was' the inservice adequate?

.
. . —_ .
.
’ - .
. .

-




Is the strategy for implementing Reference Skills any different than
that -for M, G & T? (May not need this qu }ion, because of 2.

Look for skill group pattern, i.e., length; ‘6}3118 per teacher, size
of group, schedule for assessment, regrOupiﬂg period, skill clustering,
skill groups across grades, A-B fit, subg;buping.)N -

M .
2" N ¥ ',4’"0"

How are you handling the individually assessedqibjectﬁves? (placement,
preassessment, postassessment, instructional pacing) B

- -
. «
ty ¢
- -+

Is each child's progress monitored\by a singlé teacher or a number?
How do you keep track of his- development? ¢

Have you found a need for more record keeping devices? Any
recommendations?

m : ’ ’
Have you found whether individual student progress acrPoss subareas is
parallel, e.g., if at Level D in Maps, is he at Level D in Graphs
and Tables?

How much more time will you be spending on keying local materials?
How will the time)be-provided?

.. Do you make use of the fact that there are strands in S$S (work habits,
location, book skills, library use)? If so, how?

Do you make use of the growth charts?

(TRG._, TRF___, Tests (bpecific) pupil recotd °

Do y you hgve any re

Are there any errors, omissions or confusions in the mate 1 i
endations”

Growth charts R other

GET COMMENT CARDS!!




.

- .

Instrument 6
Sampke 2 Design Interview Guide
Principal (or reading specialist)

Name ) Position

Scﬂool Interviewer

INSERVICE; KEYING MATERIALS FOR STUDY SKILLS

-
-

la. How much inservice time have you devoted to the Study Skills
program this school year? If possible, distinguish between the
time spent specifically on Map, Graph & Table subarea follow-up
and that devoted to inservice for the Reference skills subarea.

<

May we have a copy.of the agenda?

-
H
H

What were the weaknesses or problems associated with your
inservice? ) ’ ’
\

R \

~

In addition to any keying of local materials to the resource
files done as a part of the inservice specified in #la, what
further time has been devoted to keying?

What, if any, future time is planned for keying?

& ¢
STUDY SKILLS COSTS

LY

2a. How much (dollars) have you spend in purchasing non-Design materials
" for use this fall- in the Study Skills program? If possible,
distinguish between the amount spent to continue the Map, Graph
& Table program from expenditures for the Reference subarea.

How much (dollagp) have you spent in purchasing Design materials
for use this fall in the Study~Skills program? If possible,
distinguish between the amountrspent to continue the Map, Graph
& Table program from expendittres for the Reference subarea.
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III.

IMPLEMENTATION

3a.

3b.

3c.

3d.

N\

What is your school's overall strategy for implementing the Study
Skills program? How was your IIC (if one exists) involved in
planning this schoolwide strategy?

-

What are the differences, if any, between your use of the Map,
Graph & Table subareas and your Reference subarea implementation?

.

How has the IMC director/librarian been included in Study Skills
implementation, particularly for Reference Skills? E.g., suggests
activities or media to other staff; teaches certain skill groups;
keys. Be specific~-if he teaches, how often? Which students?

What general implementation problems have you had with the Study
Skills program?

What specific recomdé;dations woyld you give to the Center for
revisions in the Study Skills program?
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Instrument 7

.. . R

Sample i Design Interview Guide
Unit Leaders

Name Position
Grade Levels School i
Interviewver

I. PERIOD OF IMPLEMENTATION

Note to interviewer: Since there probably was a period of M, 'G4T implementation
: last spring, you will have to be very careful to distinguish
A between students who were, for example, in Grade 1 last April-
May, but who now are in Grade 2. The answers to questions
la-1c should clearly indicate the grade Yevel and the point
in time you are referring to.

la. When (nearest month) did you actually begin the Study Skills program so that
all students were consistently and continuously receiving skill instruction
(not break-in or retest dates)?

M,.G & T: R:

N K K
Gr. 1 ‘ Gr. 1 -

2 2

3 3

4 4

Y 5 5

6 6

1b. Have there been any periods of time (e.g., September) when the program was
- temporarily halted? When and why and which students?

'H,GGT: ) R:

L]

lc. Are there any exceptions to la? (e.g., K not 1ﬁp1eménting, Grade 1 started
later, only "top" students in Grade 3 involved in R skills\\:;c.)
' ’

' [y




-

PATTERNS OF IMPLEMENTATION © o

Note to interviewer: The intent of the folloﬁlng series of questions
is to get a preclse description of the SS program
operation for the particular unit or grade level.
Please elaborate at will , i

’

~

~
°

2a. From what larger organizational group are your Study Skills groups
(if any) drawn? For example, are the groups drawn from the entire

v unit?, from an entire single grade level of a two grade level unit?
within homerooms only? within reading.groups only? within social-
‘studies class? ’

.
4

2b. Referring to your answer for la, has the basic group of children
remained the same throughout the program? For example, aré the
30 children in the homeroom in October still in the homeroom in
January so that the SS groups are formed and reformed from
these 30 children’

2c. 'Within the organizational group specified in la, on what basis are
groups to work on specific skills formed? For example, all the stu-
dents in the homeroom may be given instruction fn the skill because
. it appears in the social studies content regardless of whether,
they have -mastered it; or students may be grouped into several
"common need" skill groups according to their profile cards; or
students might individually choose a skill they have not mastered
to work on.

’

2d. Who forms the skill groups? (e.g., the unit leader? the unit
staff together? the homeroom teacher independently?) -

2e.. What use is made of the skill clusters? ) )

2f. What use is made of the strands? (e.g., location, book skills)

-~ * 4 Ny
v

"2g. About how many students are usually im each skill group? Estimate
the usual number, if pogsible; otherwise state range, say.1520.

.

Usual Number:

Migzhum:- (specify if students generally work independently,
) Yal1" on different skillg):

Maximugf

’




2h.

2i.

23.

2k.

21.

AY

How maay different skill groups does a single teacher usually have
responsibility for simultaneously? (a group of children working on
a 3-skill cluster WOuld be considered one group) .

-

] -
How is it determined which skill(s) a particular teacher has re- \

sponsibility for? (Note that if homeroom is the bgsic group, this

guestion may be meaningless—please indicate if so.)

¢ \

{
For how many days does a skill group (or skill cluster group)
actually last .and work? (If the group lasts 3 weeks but only meets
twice a week, it works 6 days. )

f of weeks groups last # of days groups work

Usually: ) Usually:
Minimum: . ' Minimum: - :
Maximum: - Maximum:

How long per day (how many minutes) does each skill group
generally work? ’

Usually: ) ‘
Minimune

Maximum:

When a skill grouping period is over and new groups are formed,

how does (if it does) the group composition change? (e.g., generally
thé same students are together again and again--it does not change;
the groups are very different each time). .

. .

How, if so, are the skills being taught related to content areas.

Be specific! E.g., (1) whatever skills the content naturally includes
are the skills taught, regardless of individual student mastery/mon-
mastery records, (2) Af the content inclydes a skill the student

needs, hé receives instruction; if he is already a master,-he is
simply "excused... or, he works on activities applying the skill...etc.
(3) students receive instruction only in skills they have not mastered,

- then applications are "found"' in the contgnt areas, (4) content is N
- developed to "fit" the Study.Skills so that both instruction and

application are closely related to content, (5) skills are taught
separately from any content and ‘when they come up naturally later
they are reinforced; otherwise they are essentially dropped.

A4



)

Give an example of your answer for Maps:
'Gféphglor Tables: . (

Reference Skiils:

Why did you decide to use this particular approach to relating the
Study Skills to content areas° (e.g., covering the téextbook is
required). .

"

¥

. . oo ™~

What are the successes and the problems associated with this _
approach? '

Successes:

Problems:

How ékg'the SS Resource Files uséd in confunction -with this approach?
(i.e., which commercially-available keyed items are actually used?
Which inserts are used? Are the inserts changed to fit local

content? What are the Resource File inadequacies?) - - .
L 3

N »

When, Exac;ly does postassessment occur? (E.g., when each individual
student is ready; when the grouping period is over regardless of

when individual students complete the skill; every two.months or

so several gkills are assessed) Who performs it?

- - - .
I3

Are-any stu%ents ever excused from assessment? Why? -

v <

How did placement for PT's, TO's take place? ‘How does instruction
and assessment proceed for these skills? Is theé record chart used?
™ )

Are the profile cards notched? If so, when?
Are the profile cards, actually skewered gpr grouping purposes?
o ¢ “,’ J- - .

. - Lot - -

If not, how and wﬁen, if ever, are they used. (e.g., is grow;ﬁ chart

used?)

.\

v

What are the important differences between M, G & T and R implementatién
relative to the question& Just discussed?




L}

2t. How is the school librarian or IMC director idVolved in S8 instruction,

particularly for R skills? Be specific! . . o
B /
JIII. STUDENT PROGRESS . ) R ”
- .
, Note to interviewer:’ The interviewee will have been asked to have
. . his unit (hemeroom, whatever) profile; cards
. with him if possible. .

3a. On the average, how many M, G & T skills has each child mastered
since break-in? . .

-

Estimated Average:

3 Maximum:
/' . . Minimum: s
v .

3b. On the average, how man& R skills has each child mastered since
break-in? . . ’

[}

Estimated Average:? . . ‘.
. Maximum: ) ) o

Minimum:

3c. What M; G & T skill loss did you nptice after the summer? (Note here
. whether there had been actual M, G&T instruction or whether the
» . loss was related only to break-in status.)

4

’ -
<

3d.  Have you noticed M, G & T or R skill loss after a child had been
assessed a master (after instruction) this fall? ,

. f-.
¢ .

3e. What evidente do you have that students can (or cannot) apply
skills they haye mastered? .. .

-

- . ’ . . . *

" 3f. Is progress genersliy 'even" ih.M, G & T and R skills? What
efforts do you make:to keep it "even'"? (e.g.; if a chig. is at C
level in M, G&T is he also at C level in R?)

(SR —~ -
. 0‘{
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’

' GENERAL INFORMATION i \

Iv.
4a.
N
. 4b.
~ 4e
4d.
4d.
4g.
i\ i X
V.

GENERAL REMINDERS TO INTERVIEWER

\

How could the local Study Skills inservice ses‘izns have been

- of more help to you?

14 ' L

. What are‘'you currently doing in the way of expanding the SS

Resource Files? Specify whether you ‘are adding "inserts” and/or
keying local texts, audio—visual aids, etb. y

What is your student's general attitude toward the SS activities’
tests?

What is your unit (grade level) staff's _general attitude toward’
the SS program?

.
&

Can you give us. some examples——including actual duplicating masters—-
of good Study Skills activities, expecially good teinforcement
activities and good independent activities: May we-get your
writteh pérmission at a later date to copy them?

. )

3

Whét is your’reaction to the 2-sided profile card? (e.g., should
the label be printed only on one side; should one sidé be completely
blank’) . . .

. ' ‘ . o] :

. v .
N . ‘ -

. What errors in the resource file folders, inserts, tests, and

test manuals have you noted? Be specific! y

Any reactions to the two color test manuals?

¢

..)

< Q) Collect comment cards:

~ (2) Coldect duplicating masters, etc. .

-y ‘ / ‘ _ '

(3) Collect remaining test up/test down summarieb

]




«

‘Material affécted (be specffic e.g., include page number, ievel,
skill number). '\

* Question/Problem.

L)

4

Do you'have any recommendations?

. ) 9
i . .
‘ R P AN b —_—
Instrument 8 . ’ . h
* b \
Comment Card .
Stpdy Skills .
' . Date ‘
o \‘.‘ ° . .
Name ‘ . ’ K
School

ERIC . | |

i o R .

-
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" APPENDIX E -

Test Sittings




- ' . (\ ) » I ' - .
: . ' , " 103
- MAPS, GRAPHS AND ThBLES QESTING PROGRAM IN SCHOOLS WITH
B : READING ACHI NT AT~OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL
all 1971 .
3 ‘} 7 ' N \v
\ \ -
) ' GRABE 1
o s )
- No tests
g 4
N GRADE 2 B
* ‘Break-in* Wisconsin Tests &f Reading Skill Development: Level B
. ‘. - ‘ -
_ TS .1 ‘. i~
. GRADE 3- : S A
Bfeafjin Wisconsin Tests of Readiﬂa Skill Deyelopment: Level CL
: R - .
Sitting I** B 5  Measurement: distance (LO)***
, ‘ B 6  Picture graphs (15) - " -
‘ B 7 Single column tables (15)
.Sitting II~ Iowa Tests of Basic Skills: Level 9 ) ;,
'MapE (30) '
' Graphs, Tables (20) -
. - i . - “
GRADE 4 _
Sittﬁng I B S Measurement: ,distakce (10) - .
) g c7 Measurement: distance (I5)
* - D65 Scale: whole units (30) T .
L ] - -
Sitting II ' B 3  Picture grid (15) ' _
' T C 4 Street grid (15) o .
D3 Number - letter grid (15) . . o,
Sitting III B 6 'Plcture graphs (15) -
g . cs8 Piéture graphs (15)
,, D& Picture graphs (15) |

’
. * -

* *Break-in tests are admlnlstered at a sllghtly dlfferent p01nt in time than
* . the sittings speci¥ied for other tests,
!

**yhile all puplls above grade 1 are administreed some level of test-at break-in,
only those levels taken by the specified age/grade groups are used in’ the
- evaluative analyses. . . .

.

***Numbers in parentheses are testing times. For standardized tests the times'
\) are specific; for the Wisconsin Tests of Reading SKill Development the times

[ (:are estimated. . '
'_ . 1,4 ‘,




Sitting IV

..’ o

Break-in
7

Sitting I

Sitting II

>

Sitting I

Sitting II

.Sitting III

. éitting v

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills: ﬁfvgl 10 .
’, ~
Y

" Maps (30) C Vs
Graphs, Tables (20) - +

4
GRADE 5

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level D

*

\ .
Cc 10 Multicolumn tables (15) ¢
‘D9 Multicolumn tables (15)
E 7

Multicolumn tahles (20)

¢

Iowa Tests of Basic,Skills: Level 11

Maps (30) v
Graphs, Tables (20)

b

GRADE 6

F
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

1
1

Nonpictorial symbols (20)
Point & line symbols (15)

ol o )

1 Point, line, area symbols (20)

- —

. 5 Yy
Wisconsin Tests_of Reading Skillebevelopment
Scale: . whole units (20) J /J

D5
E 4 Scale: mult. whole units (15)? 5?(.
F ¢4 Scale: fractional units (15)

'

#

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

D 7 Bar graphs (15)
E 6 Bar graphs (15) ‘
F5 Bar graphs (15) “

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills: Level 12—‘»\\\
Maps (30) - .
Graphs, Tables (20) : e
. ¢ o7 >
» o
\
nl J:) Iy

P
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" MAPS, GRAPHS AND TABLES TESYING PROGRAM IN SCHOOLS WITH -
* READING ACHIEVEMENT BELOW GRADE LEVEL
' Fall 1971

.o Sittipg I " B3 'chture grld (15) , .
: . c9 #ar graphs (15) :
- : “ , -C 10 ;ﬁg;tlcolumn tables (15)

e - . -
.

Sitting II B Heasurement‘ distance (10) «°
. B 6 quture graphs (15) ’ : -
B 7 Single column tables (15) -

T

[3,]

Sitting-I1I Comprehensive Tegts of Basic Skills, Level 1 Stqu’
/ .. Skills (26)

. .

GRADE, 4

6 °Pioture graphs 115)
'8 Picture graphs (15)
9 Bar graphs (15) ? N 3

Sitting I

0w,

e g

Sitting'II B S5 Measurement: distance (10) - L
- . c 2 Semipictorial symbols (10) . ¥
, c7 Measurement: distance (15) ' Ce

-

Sitting IIT Comprehen51ve Tests of Ba51c Skllls, Level -1 Study

Skills (26)
‘ s

* L)

GRADE 5

. A
¢

Break-in Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill DeVelopmepé? Level C

' : (
Sitting I B 3 Picture grid (15) . .
C 4 -Street grid (15) »
. D3 Numer - letter grid (15) .

B _ Sitting I1 D4 Cardinal directions (20) "+ = - ' .
T ) D 6 Picture graphs (15) . ’ . =
D 8 Circle graphs (10)

(] L
Sitting III Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skill§, Level 2,
. Study Skills (25) : . .

I‘JO
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7« GRADE 6 . ¢
Break-in Wisconsin Tests of"Reading Skill"Dev_elopment
' Sitting I € 10  Multicolumn tables (15)
D9 Multicolumn tables (15)
_ E7 Multicolumn tables (20)
C L ‘ .« 7 .S
Sitting II ~Cc2 Semipictorial symbols (10)
D1 Nonpictorial symbols -(20)
E1l /foint & line symbols (15) )
Sitting III C 9  Bar graphs {15) .
D7 Bar graphs (15) C . ’
E 6 Bar graphs (15) *
»
> [} » !
Sitting IV Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 2, L.
; » Study Skills (25) ’
5 *
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| " REFERENCE SKILLS TESTING PROGRAM IN SCHOOLS WITH , .

» . READING ACHIEVEMENT AT OR ABOVE 'GRADE ,LEVEL
’ Spring 1972

\ 5 M S
N Ky

~

- - ’

GRADE 1
-Siéting I Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

B 10 Written Directiops (15)
B 16 Classifies Ideas (10)

", C 19 Judgments & Conclusions (10)
GRADE 2-
Sitting I Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development
S )
. C 12 Alphabetizes (15) ‘ - .

' C 13 Book Skills (15) )
’ C 18 1Ideas: Sequential Order (15)

‘, v
Sitting II | Comprehensive Tests. of Basic Skills, Form Q Level 1
Study Skills, Test 9 (26)
GRADE 3
-

Sitting I * Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development
C 12 Alphabetizes (15)

D 12 Alphabetizes (15) .
- E 9 Alphabetizes (15)

Sitting II Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9
Test W-3: Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials (30)
+ ‘
\\ Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Develdpment . .
v -

" ’ D 24 Selects' Relevant Materials (15)




108
I*T‘\.f\“
- Sitting I
. 3
- )
+ %7 sitting,II
Oy v." @
- ® »
' Sitting I -
. . :
* 2
- s
. 3

[

Sitting IT -

/,

"Wisconsinr}ests of Reading Skill Development
[ .

D1
D 227, Headings & Subheadings (lo)
" E 1l

- 4
‘Wisconsin TestsT;;—;Lading Skill,ngelopment‘

Test W-3: Knowledge and U€e ©of Re¥erence Materials (30)
+ . ’ 2
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development
E 19 Specialized References- (15) 1‘9 . ’ -
4—:'“ -4 . ° ' " 3 . '

GRADE 4 - L

3 Guide Words (15) 2. Py

. '& . i’ - :'

0 Gulde Words (15)

.

Iowa fesgé of Basic Skilis, Form 6 Level 10
Test-W-3: Krdowledge and Use of Reference Materjals (30)
- . + -
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

1] - -

D 25 Checks .Facts (15)

GRADE 5 .. .

L]

‘e

E 23 . Outlining (15)

E 25 Infers.to Generalize .(15) .

F 14 Eis;i:;éri: Pronunciation (15) .
R ‘ - -

Towa Tests'of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 11 -

Wisconsin Tests of Readlng Skill Developmenﬁ

E llvv Card Catalog”(IS)

F 10 card Catalog (15) « - , :
G 11- catalog ‘Cards (15) +
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development
E 14 Library (15) - .
F 13 TLibrary (15) . . -
G 12 Dewey Decimal System (15) - N . :
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 12 - . .
Test W-3: Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials (30) Y .

. ¥ ’ ’ -
Wisconsin Tésts of Reading Skill Development -
F 16 Subject Imlex to Children's Magazines (15) . .

s .
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Sitting i

LN
3

Sitting I.

8§

-

Sitting I

Sitting I
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REFERENCE SKILLS TESTING PROGRAM IN SCHOOLS WITH , -
READING ACHIEVEMENT‘BELOW GRADE ﬂEVEL "' ':
- Spring 1972, ’ . ’
. . . ,
GRADE 1 .
¢ Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development
" a'B 11 Letters & Digits (10) T .
",B 15 Sequence: Pictures & Words (20). ;
B 16 ' ifies Ideas (10) o7 o
& ’ - . ’
- GRADE 2+ . , .c
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development ) .
B 10, A Written Djrections (15) o
C-18 Ideas: Sequential Order (15}
‘C 19 Judgments & Conclusions (10) N _‘”_’
, Fo
GRADE 3 o s
' Wisconsin Jests of Reading Skill Dewelopment: -
C 12 Alphabetizes (15) .
C 13 Book S$kills (15) v N
C 18 Ideas: Sequential Order (15)
| GRADE 4
Wisconsin Tests.of Reading Skill Development
.- .:C.13  BQok Skills (15) , -~ I S
D 17 Indexes (15) ) .

D 24 Seletts Relevant Materials (13)%.

¢

! »
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O




110 ,

Sitting-I

s

,Sitting II

Sitting I

Sitting II

Sitting III

GRADE 5
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development -
L]

Aibhabetizes (15)

D12 | ‘
.D 15 Table of Contents (10)
D 22 Headings & Subheadings (10)

'Cohprehensive Tests of Basic Skills; Form Q Level 2

Study Skills, Test 9: Using Reference Matesials (16)
* +' -

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

D 25 Checks Facts (15) A

. GRADE 6
Wisconsin’ Tests of Reading 8kill Development
4

C 12, Alphabetdzes (15)

D 12 Alphabétizes (15)
E9 °

Alphabetizes (15)

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

D 13 Guide Words (15) -
-+, E 10 Guide Words (15) , , |
.- " E 14 )

Libraiy (15)

. +

Comprehénsive Tests. of Basic Skills,. Form Q Level®2
- Study Skills Test 9: 'psing Reference. Materials (16)
+ - :
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development

E 19 . Specialized References (15)
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WISCONSIN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
CENTER FOR COGNITIVE LEARNING

MISSION

The mission of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center
for Cognitive Learning is to help learners develop as rapidly
and effectively as possible their potential as human beings
and as contributing members of soczety. The R&D éenter is
str*ving to fulfill this goal by . ’

3

® conducting research to discover more about
how children learn ., ’

‘e developing improved instructional strategies,
processes and materials for school administrators,
teachers, and ch:.ldren, and ’

® offeging assistance to educators and citizens
which will help transfer the outcomes’ of research
Qpa development irnto practice

e

PROGRAM - . -

The activities of the Wisconsin R&D Center are organized
around one unifying theme, Individually Guided Education.
> .

FUNDING

The Wisconsin R&D Center is supported with funds from the
National Institute of Education; the Bureau of Education for °
the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education; and the University
of Wisconsin.
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v " ABSTRACT o )
L} , . ) .
K field test of the precommerc1al vergzon of the Study Skllls
element of’ the Widconsin Design for Reading Skill Development,
developed at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cog-
nitive Learning, was conducted jn 22 schools from 1971 to 1973.
Seventeen of: the sdhools were situated in rural to suburban loca-
"tions and had prior reading achievement at or above national norms.
Five were located in an inner-city area .and had‘prior reading -
ach1evemen$ below national norms. Half of the schools had a multi-
unit organization and half were organlzed on a sel!-contalned basis.
+ The purposes of the field test were (1) to determlne the effec-
ti¥enéss of the program in terms of student achievement, (2) to
cument the degree to which, recommended implementation procedures
ere followed, (3) .to determine the feasibility of the program for’
-the elementary schobl,‘and (4) to gather information useful for -,

. revisions.

The resujlts of the field test were as follows: (1) Consistent
. improvement was shown by Study Skills students on program-embedded
and standarszed measures. * In all analyses schools.with prior
reading achievement be}pw national norms showed greater improvement
than scheols with prior reading achlevement above natlonal norms.
(2) Overaldl implementation.was adequate but less than expected
Little relationship between adequacy of-lmplementatlon and achleve-
ment was observed. (3) The program was generally well acceptéd,
with some reservations in all cases. Schools with “team o:ganfiar
tion had the most positive’ ontlook toward, the program. (4) Forma-
tive findings 1nd1cated a need t reorganlze and streamline '
the program. Lo -

The field tebt demonstrat that even with the many imperfec="*
tions of the precommerc1a1 vergion, the Study Skil program y3s‘a
* viable and effective addltlon to the elementary scHool curriculum.
Although it had some draqbacks in terms of -demands and priorities,
teachers on the whole supported it because students enjoyed it and
because the framework,‘by identifying essential skills, helped ' *
organize and evaluate instruction which in many cases was carried
out previously on a casual basis, if at all.

. @

- xiii -
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Comparative Performance on Program-Embedded Achievement
., Tests of Pupils. in Schools with Typical Performance below
. Grade Level Participating in the Map, Graph and Table Sub-
T e . V areas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-72. .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

f . GRADE 2 ‘
R RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
.-, . ]
” . Test B3--Picture Grid %
v *
Number of Items - 12
¢ N f B
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School ) Raw Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score xasterF; Score Masters
16 79 5.35 24.1 258 7.24 36.0 1,89 11.9
17 118 6.78 31.4 23 9,83 65.2 3.05 33.8
- . )
18 115 5.23 19.2 32 " 9.09 50.0 3,86 30,8
19 62 8.23 53,2 ' |29 8,17 44.8 -.06 -8.4
20 180 8.1f 40.0 30 8.63 50.0 .46 14.0
»
AVERAGE 6.75 33.6 8.59 49,2 1.84 15,6
LOW  5.23  19.2 7.24 . 36.0 -.06 -8.4
RANGE ) . . oo .
HIGH 8.23 53.2 . : 9,83 65.2 3.86 33.8 .,
Test B4--Measurement:; Size
Number of Items - 12
3
School Raw Percent Raw Percentj Raw Percent
N Score Masters|N , Score Masters|{Score *® Masters
- ' —9
16 79 9.23 54.4 29 8,86 34,5 -.37 -19.9
17 +118 9.63 58.5 29 9,66 69.0 .03 ' 10.5 .
7 - .
18 116 " 9,57 56.9 30 9,33 50,0 , }-.24 -6.9
19 63 9,87 63,5 30 9,80 56.7 -.07 -6.8.
> 20 180 9.57 57.2° 31 9.77 . 71.0 .20 13.8
] L
= ; '
AVERAGE 9.57 58.1 9.48 56.2  -.09 -1.9
LOW 9,23 54,4 8.86 34,5 '-.37 -19,9
RANGE ~
. HIGH 9.87° 63.5 9,80 71.0_- .20 13.8
) L]
o «
Q .
: . : S
ERIC . ‘1. _ : -
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RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS'

GRADE™ 2

Test B5--Measurement:  Distance

-

wumber of Items - 12 -

Fall, 1971
2oy 770

>

Fall, 1972

1971-72 Change

School Raw _ Percent Raw Percent | Raw _Percent-
N Score Masters | N .Score Masters Score‘ Masters
16 76 * 6,24 11.8 225 7.28 24,0 1,04- 12,2
17 118 7.33 21,2 23 8,91 56,5 1.58 35,3
18 116 6.78 19.0 32 9,84 65.6 3,06 46.6
19 ¢ 63 8.40 33,3 29 7.52 41.4 ~-.88- 8.1
20 "180 7.56 24.4 30 8.57 50.0 1,01 25,6
AVERAGE 7.26 21,9 .8.42 47.5 1.16 25.6
: LOW 6.24 11.8 7.28 24,0 "~,88 8.1
- RANGE
HIGH 8,40 ’33.3 9,84 65,6 3,06 46.6
. Test B6--Picture Graphs "
Number of Items - 14
) Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent| Raw Percent
N Score Masters [N Score Masters| Score Masters
16 76 7.03 9,2 29 11,07 58.6 4,04 49,4
17 118 9,02 ‘ 16.9 29 9x79 27.6 .77 10,7
18 115 7.57 17.3 30 7.47 6.7 -.10 -10.6
L}
19 63 10.14 41:3 30 10.53 60.0 .39 18,7
20 180 * 8,52 16.1 31 10.26 45,2 1,74 29,1
AVERAGE 8.45 20,2 9,82 39,6 1.37 J 19.4
LOW 7.03 9,2 7.47 6.7 -.10 -10.6
RANGE
. HIGH 10.14 41.3 11.07 60.0 4,04 49,4
4
«0
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- GRADE 2

RAW .SCORE MEANS AND PERCE?T MASTERS

Test B7--Single Column Tables

Number of Items - 15 J

N ?

4

1971-72 Change

Fall, 1971 ,Fall, 1972
<&
School Raw - Percent Raw Percent ; Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters | Score Masters
16 .78 6.28 12,9 25 ‘ “8.44 36.0 2,16 23.i
17 118 7.18 13.6 23 8,13 26,1 . 95 12,5
18 115 6.59, 16,5 32 11,34 59.4 4,75 42,9
19 63 9,60 42,9 29 6.48 13.8 ~3,12 -29,1
2 180  6.57 - 6.7 ?% 8.50 30.0 1,93 23,3
- .
- 3
7 - ¢
AVERAGE 7.24 18,5 8.58 33,1 1,34 14,6
f Low 6.28 12.9 6.48 13,8 ~-3,12 -29,1
RANGE .
HIGH *'9,60 42,9 ’ ‘ 11,34 59.4 4,75 42,9
Pest Cl--Picture Symbols*
: Number of Items =~ 12 )
r@,'
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
Score Masters | N Score Masters | Score Masters
16 29 5,52 6,9
17 29 8.72 44,8 . 4
18 ’. . 30 5,97 3.3
r' . 7’
19 30 8,33 53,3
20 ] y 31 7.7 32,3
AVERAGE 7.25 28,1
LOW 5,52 3.3
" RANGE .
HIGH 8,72 53.3
_*Not tested in 1971, . ,
wr :
< s
i,

2
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GRADE 3 '
. {
N RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
) Test B3--Picture Grid .
Number of Ifems,- 12
< ‘i> Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 change
School’ Raw_ Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score Masters N - Score Masters | Score Masters
16 | 28 8.07 . 50.0 26 10.31 73.1 2,24 23,1
17 27 8,56 51.9 26 .10,38 80,8 1.82 28.9
18 25 9,96 64.0 29 9,86 75.9 -,10 11,9
12 27 8,22 51.9 27 9,96 74.1 1.74 22,2
20 29  8.86 62.1 30 11,33 90,0 2,47 ©  27.%
AVERAGE 8,73 56.0 Lo 10.37 78.8 . 1.64 22,8
LOW ,8,07 50.0 9,86 73.1 -.10 , 11,9
RANGE
HIGH 9,96 ., 64,0 11,33 90,0 2,47 28.9
Test BS5~-Measurement: Distance
) Number of Items - 12
. Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score . Masters N Score Masters | Score Master;
16 28 7.04 25.0 27 9,59 55,6 2,55 30.6
17 27 8.22 44.4 26 9,77 53.8 1.55 9.4
18 24 7.67 25,0 32, 9,50 59.4 1,83 34,4
‘ . 4 M
19 23 9,48 69,6 29 10.00 69.0 .52 -.6
20 26 10,77 76.9 30 9.8} .t 63.3 -.94 ‘713.6
: : <
AVERAGE 8.64 48.2 9,74 60.2 1,10 12.0 °
LOW 7.04 25.0 . 9.58 53.8 -.94 -13.,6
RANGE
HIGH 10,77 76.9 10.00 69,0 2,55 34,4
." o, .
5 .
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, GRADE 3 - -
. RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test b6——Picture‘Graphs

Number of Items - 14

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
- School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters |N Score Masters Score Masters
16 28 8.29 17.9 27 10.15 37.0 1,86 19,1
17 27_ 9,96 29.6 26 13,19 84,6 3,23 55.0
18 24 10,33 37.5, 32 11.25 59.4 .92 21,9
19 |23 11.17  60.9 |29 .- 12.07 69.0 .90 8.1
" 20 26 10.73 38.5 30 12,07 70.0 1.34 31,5
T *
AVERAGE 10.09 . 36.9 11.75 64,0 1,66 27.1 ’
LOW 8.29 17.9 , 10.15 37.0 .90 8.1
RANGE K :
HIGH 11.17 60.9 13+19 84.6_ 3,23 55.0
Test B7-;Single Column Tables _5_//
Number of Items - 15
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
. N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score - Masters
’ .
16 28 6.50 10.7 27 9.96 44.4 3.46 33.7
. 17 27 8.81 33.3 26 12.81 84.6 4,00 51.3
18 24 7.25° 20.8 32 ' 10.12 56.3 2.87 35.5
19 | 23 8.96 30.4 |29 11.62 62.1, 2.66 31.7
20 26 8.58 30.8 30 11.90 60.0 3.32 29.2
- 7
‘ AVERAGE 8.02 25.2 11.28 61.5 3.26 36.3
LOW 6.50 10.7 * 9,96 44.4 2.66 29.2.
RANGE
M HIGH - * 8.96 33.3 12.8; 84.6 4,00 51.3
. ¢
Q '
| ’ 1.9
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GRADE 3

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test C9--Bar Graphs

Number of Items - 12

v

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 28 9.29 57.1 26 8.12 53.8 -1.17 - 3.3
17 27 6.07 37.0 26 9,96 73.1 3.89 36.1
. 1} . N
18 25 10.64 76.0 29 7.93 41.4 -2,71 -34,6
19 27 8.67 55.6 27 8.70 55.6 .03 .0
20 29 7.93 41.4 30 9,73 73.3 1.80 31.9 -
AVERAGE .8.52 53.4 8.89 59.4 .37 6.0
LOW 6.07 37.0 7.93 41.4 -2.71 -34.6
RANGE )
HIGH 10.64 76.0 9.96 73.3 3.89 36.1

Test Cl0--Multicolumn Tables

Number of Items - 15

1971-72 Change

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 N
School Raw Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent

A Score Masters { N Score Masters Score Masters
16 28 10.57 46.4 26 7.46 11.5 -3.11 -34.9
17 27 6.85 1.1 26 .11.00 50.0 4.15 38.9
18 25 8.92 28.0 29 9.79 31.0 .87 3.0
19 27 9.19 33.3 27 8.30 25.9 - .89 - 7.4
20 |29 8.31 7 24.1 {30  10.27  33.3 1.96 9.2
AVERAGE 8.77 28.6 9.36 30.3 .59 1.7

LOW 6.85 11.1 746 11.5 -3.11 -34.9
RANGE N

HIGH 10.57 46.4 11.00 50.0 4.15 38.9 °

33

w's
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GRADE 4

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT 'MASTERS

Test B5--Measurement:

Distance

-
¢ Number of Items - 12
Pall,. 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw ) Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent )
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 |30 9.87 \;BTLK_\ 27 10.44 74.1 .57 4.1
R 17 26 9.54 53.8 27 10.33 4.1 _ .79 20.3
18 |28 ¢ 10.11 67.9 |30  10.60 80.0 49 7 12,1
19 -.|20  10.6% 80.0 |18  10.17 722 -.48 - :8
200 |25 10.08 72.0 30 10.07 70.0 - .01 - 2.0
AVERAGE 10.05 68.7 10.32 74.1 .27, 5.4
‘ ' LOW  9.54 53.8 10.07 70.0. - .48 - 7.8
RANGE . .
HIGH 10.65 80.0 10.60 80.0 .79 20.3
Test B6--Picture Graphs ‘e :
o
_Number of Items - 14
Fall, 1971 o Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
2
School Raw Percent Raw \\ Perceént Raw Percent
A N Score Masters N 5core’ Masters Score Masters
16 29 10.28 44.8 27 13.30 92.6 3.02 47.8
17 28 12.96 85.7 29 13.24 " 96.6 .28 10.9
18 |26 11.08 (,46.2 30 12.90 83.3 1.82 37.1
' 19 21 12.81 85.7 |19  13.16 94.7 .35 9.0
20 29 12.93  ° 82.8 30 13.00 90.0 .07 7.2
AVERAGE 12.01 67,0 13.12 91.4 1.11 22.4
LOW  10.28 44.8 12.90  83.3 .07 7.2
RANGE
HIGH 12.96 85.7 13.30 96.6 3.02 47.8
- ) . »
Ny . ‘ — -
) - ' 1
Y fol .
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GRADE 4

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test C2--Semipictorial Symbols
" &
Number of Items - 14

. L ]

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 | 1971-72 Change

Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
Score Masters Score Masters Score Masters
= 4

/

7.83 - 23.3 ). 11 14. 1.28 .5

8.73 19.2 =~ ‘ .41 37. .68
7.39 . 26.
33.
16.

24.4 . 25.

‘14.3 .70 14.
45.0 .78 . 37.

Test C7--Measurement: Distance

Number of Itens - 15

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change

Raw Percent . Raw Percent Raw Percent
Score Masters Score Masters Score Masters

7.40 13.3 .30 . .90
.81 » 11.5 .07
.43 é. .53
.95 . . .78
.04 .

.53
.81

.04

-ER]
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“GRADE 4

_ RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test C8--Picture Graphs

121

v Number of Items - 15
, Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent ¢ Raw Percent “» Percent
. N Score Masters | N Score Masters S¢ore Masters
; 7
16 29 7.72 _17.? 27 7 .2%6. 11.1 = .46 - 6.1
«
17 28 8.89 28.6 2? 8.48 27.6 - .41 - 1.0
18 26 4.77 7.7 30 7.37 20.0 2.60° 12.3
19 21 8.90 © 33,53 19 “8.47 26.3 - .43 - 7.0
20 |29 5..72 10.3 | 30 7.70 26.7 1.98 16.4
AVERAGE 7.20 19.4. . 7.86 22.3 .66 2.9
- - -
LOW 42343 7.7 * 7.26 c11.1 - .46 - 7.0
RANGE ’ .
HIGH 8.90 33.3 8.48 27.6 2.60 16.4
Test C9--Bar Graphs
" ) Number of Items - 12
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 €hange
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 29 6.66 ~ 37.9 27 16.33 77.8 3.67 39.9
* 17 28 10.21 78.6 29 10.31 82.8~ .10 4.2
18 26 . 7.27 38.5 30 9.47 66.7 2.20 28.2
19 21 10.57 85.7 19 9.32 68.4 '|-1.25 -17.3
20 29 9.72 65.5 30 10.50 76.7 .78 ‘ 11.2
AVERAGE 8.89 61.2 9.99 74.5 1.10 13.3
LOW 6.66 37.9 . 9.32 66.7 -1.25 -17.3
RANGE 4
HIGH 10.57 85.7 10.50 . 82.8 3.67 39.9
, 14
‘ 1
o is0

ERIC .
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. "GRADE 5 .
RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS .
Test B3--Picture Grid

+ Number of Items - 12 .

Fall, 1971 . Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
-
School Raw Pefcent « Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Scor.;e Masters
© 16 27 9.81 66.7 27 10.85 77.8 ‘| 1.04 11.1
17 |25 10.84 ~ 80.0 |28  10.71 82.1 - .13 2.1
‘18 29 9.62 65.5 30 11.10 93.3 1.48 27.8
19 2¢  10.96 85.7 17 11.76  109.0 e .80 - 14.3
20 4-27 10.67 85.2 28 10.07 71.4 - .60 -13.8
AVERAGE 10.38 76.6 10.90 84.9 .52 . 8.3
LOW  9.62 65.5 ~  10.07 71.4 - .60,  -13.8
RANGE . 4
HIGH 10.96 85.7 11.76 100.0 °  1.48 27.8
Test C4--Street Grid
Number of Items - 12
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
* R Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 27 6.78 7.4 27 8.37 37.0 1.59 . 29.6
17 25 - 7.20 28.0 28 8.32 35,7 1.12 7.7
18 | 29 7.00 20.7 {30 6.73 20.0 - .27 - .7
19 28 7.93 28.6 17 9.65 58.8 1.72 30.2
20 27 " 7.48 18.5 28 8.25 42.9 .77 24.4
~ N
'AVERAGE 7.27 20.6 ' 8.26 38.9 .99 18.3
LOW 6.78 7.4 6.73 20.0 - .27 -
RANGE ~
HIGH 7.93 28.6 9.65 58.8 1.72 30.2
.
1354

~
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. GRADE 5
33,
+ RAW SCQRE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
Test D3--Number-Letter Grid
’ Number of Items - 16 -
- Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
Scnool Raw Percent Raw Percept Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 | 27 - 8.74 22.2 - | 27 11,13 37.0 2.37 14.8
. -
17 25 9.36 28.0 28 11.96 46.4 2.60 18.4 -
'_18 29 8.52 13.8 30 8.87 20.0 .35 6.2
19 28 -9.71 32,1 17 12,06 41.2 2.35 9.1
. ~
20 27 8.67 14.8 28, 11.11 . 42,9 2.44 28.1
AVERAGE 9,00 22.2 11.062 37.5 2,02 15.3
LOW  8.52  13.8- 8.87 20.Q .35 6.2
RANGE J
HIGH 9.71 32.1 12.06 46 .4 2.60 28.1
Test D4--Card;nal Directions
Number of Items - 15
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
- N Score Masters | N Score - Masters Score Masters
16 29 7.10 20.7 26 9.96 46,2 2.86 25.5
17 26 9.04 26.9 29 8.28 27.6 - .76 .7
‘18 28 8.18 21.4 31 9,90 38.7 1.72 17.3
19 29 8. 38 27.6 18 9,22 27.8 .84 .2
20 28 9.21 32.1 30 9.53 30.0 .32 - 2.1
AVERAGE 8.38 25.7 9,38 34.1 1.00 8.4
LOW 7.10 20.7 8.28 27.6 - .76 - 2.1
RANGE (-
HIGH 9.21 32.1 9,96 46.2 2.86 25.5-
S RY
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.GRADE 5

RAW_SCORE MEA§S AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test Dé--Picture Graphs

Number of Items = 15

»

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Ciange
b ' : ., : [l

School Raw Percent |. Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score Masters N Score Masters Score Masters

16 29 4.83 10.3 26 6.88 1.7 2.05 - 2.6
/l -

17 26 7.50 26.9 29 7.72 27.6 .22 .7

& .

.18 28 5.50 10.7 31 8.13 35.5 2.63 2%.8
19 »29 7.62 27.6 18 8.61 33.3 .99 5.7
20 28 8.00 28.6 30 8.90 30.0 .90 1.4

AVERAGE 6.69 20.8 8.05 26.8 1.36 6.0

LOW 4.83 10. 3 6.88 7.7 .22 - 2.6
-RANGE
HIGH 8.00 28.6 8.90 35.5 2.63 24.8
) Test D8--Circle Graphs
. e
Number of Items - 12
Fall, 1971 ) Falbz 1972 1971-72 Change «
School Raw Pergent Raw Percent | Raw, ;,‘ Percent
"I N Score Masters |N Score Masters | Scqyé‘  Masters
16 Zb 5.24 17.2 26 5.35 15.4 .11 - 1.8
17 26 7.46 23.1 29 6.76 17.2 - .70 -~ 5.9
18 | 28 6.04 14.3 |31 6.55 32.3° .51 18:0
19 | 29 6.83 20.7 |18 7.50 33.3 - .67 . 12.6
20 28 6.75 25.0 30 7.37 20,0 .62 - 5.0
AVERAGE 6.46 20.1 , 6.71 23.6 .25 3.5
. g
)’Low 5.24 14.3 5.35 15.4 - .70 - 5.9

RANGE .

\~HIGH 7.46 25,0 7.50 33.3 .67 18.0
’ K .
130 ' -
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GRADE 6

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

_Test C2--Semipictorial Symbols

_ Number of Items - 14'.

2

125

| Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972- 1971-72 Change *
. | . .
School Raw Percent Raw Percent ), Raw Percgnt
N Score Masters | N Score Masters -Score Masfers
16| 22 10.36 59,1 - | 28 12,14 67.9 1.78  _ 8.8 '
17 | 34 21.27 67.6 26 11,73 61.5 .46 - 6.1
18 24 10.17 ,,50.& 29 11.90 79.3 1.73 », 29.3 ° \
"19 |28  11.28 60.7 |28 . 11.46 64.3 .18 3.6
r ‘. ‘ ’ -
20 32  .10.88/ 56.3 .30 . 12,13 76,7 1.25 20 4
AVERAGE ~  10.99.  58.7 11.87  69.9 1.08 11.2
Low 10.17 50,0 11.46 61.5 .18 - 6.1
RANGE i . )
HIGH 11.28 1 67.6 12.14 79.3 1.78 29:3
. 4 . . ‘ -
. Test C9--Bar Graphs A -
. - . .
o " Number of ftehs - 12.
LY
Fall, 1971 _ Fall; 1972 :%971-72 Change " .
. : s . . —- e
School ’ Raw Percent Raw Percent | Raw *  Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
N 4
24 9.46 62.5 28 10.25 73’6. -.79 16.1
' : 1 N .
32, 9.31 68.8 24 11.17 91,7 .1.86 22,9
18 |25 +9.12 60.0 29 9.45 69.0 ° .33 9.0
& 3 2 .
19 t — ] t -——-- - -—-
20 [31  9.77 710 |20 10.310 © 72.4 .54 1.4
AVERAGE 9.41 65.6 ' 10.30 77.9 .89, 12.3.
-LOW  9.12 60.0 9.45 69.0 .33 1.4
RANGE . . 3 . .
HIGH 9.77 71.0. . 11.17 91.7 1.86 22.9
. * I“ —y .
,No data. N N
. ,. :
% ‘\
& ‘ . y \
i3 ’
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R ‘GRADE 6
! RAW SCORE .MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
. Test Ci0--Multic¢olumn Tables
" Number of Items - 15
1) ~‘ '\‘"
Fall, 1971 . Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change ° -
School g Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw ' Percent
, N Score Masters | N ~ Score Masters Score Masters
16 |24 11.33  62.5 |26  11.69 57.7 .36 - 4.8 -
17 29 12.07  ,72.4 28 13.54 89.3 1,47 16.9
. < . = .
18 25 9.76 48.0 29 ' 11.31 65.5 1.55 17.5
‘19| t -——- |28 12.39 75.0 m— -
20 29 10.66 41.4 30 12.57 73.3 1.91 3149
- '
AVERAGE .10.95,  56.1 ,12.30 72.2 1.328 15.4°
LOW  9.76 41.4 11.31 57.7 .36 - 4.8
RANGE . )
HIGH 12.07 72.4 13.54 89.73 1.91 31.9
tNp data. . -
3pased on four, - rather than-five schools. L '
* . Tedt Dl--Nonpictorial Symbols - s
¢ Number' of Items - 14 ! .
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change -
School Raw Percent Raw Perce.nt Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score "Masters
1@ 8.00 9.1 |28 10.18 42.9 2.18 33.8
( ) ; 26- " ; -. - 2.
17 34 10.18 £1.2 o< 6 10 ;' 38.5 06 2.7
18 24 8.25 8.3 29 10.41 51.7 2.16 43.4
19 28 < 9.92. © 32.1 28 10.00 39.3 .08 7.2
20 [32 %10.13 406 30 9.93 26.7 - .20 -13.9
. LY
AVERAGE 9.29 26.3 - 10,13 39.8 .84 13.5
LOW 8.00 | 8.3 £§ 9.93 =~ 26.7 - .20 ©-13.9
RANGE ] ) .
HIGH® 10.18 41.2 10.41 51,7 2.18 434

“138

.
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GRADE 6
RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

_Test D7--Bar Graphs

127

. , Number of Items * 15
Fall, 1971 ° _Fall, 1972 ' 1971-72 Change
School 'Raw Percent Raw .Percent | Raw Percent.
N Score Masters | N Score Masters | Score Masters
16 24 9.33 33.3 28 10.14 42,9 .81 9.6
17, 32 9.28 40.6 24 10.46 50.0 . 1.18 9.4
18 |25 8.16 24.0 29 9.59 48.3 1.43 24.3
oL + -—— 7 + -—— ——— ——
. ' . , -
20 31 9.68 38.7 29- 9.90 41.4 .22 2.7
AVERAGE 9.11 34,2 10.02 45.7 .91 11.5
i , [4
LOW - B.16 24.0 -9.59 41.4 .22 2,7
RANGE ) e :
-HIGH 9.68 40.6 10.46 50.0 1.43 24.3
Test D9--Multicolumn Tables . '
’ Number of Items - 15 .
Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1911-72 Change
School | Raw ‘Percent Raw' Percent | Raw Percent
N Séore Masters } N- Score Masters | Score Masters
o ) ]
. p .
16 34 5.33 .0 26 6.73 19.2 1.40 19.2
17 29 6.17 10.3 28 8.54 28.6 2.37 '18.3
18 25 4.48 .0 29 6.76 10.3 2.28 10.5
19 + --- | 28 7.64 17.9 — —--
20 129 6.00,' 3.4 30 6.40 10.0, .40 6.6
AVERAGE 5.49 3.4 7.21 17.2 1.612 13.62
. frow  4.48 .0 6.40 % 10.0 .40 6.6
RANGE , .
HIGH 6.17 10.3 8.54 28.6 2.37 19.2
+No data.

2Based on four, rather than five schools.
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¥ GRADE 6
A RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS i
¥
Test EI--Point & Line S olJ ]
1 ..:"
Number of Items - A5
Fall, 1971 ! Fall, l@. 1971-72- Change
! School Raw Percent ' Raw Percent | Raw Percent °*
N Score Masters| N Scdre Masters | Score Masters
16 | 22 6.18 13.6 28 6.75 10.7 .57 - 2.9
17 34 8.18 14.7 26 6,58 7.7 -1.60 q - 7.0 .
18 24 6.08 .0 29 7.72 13.8 1.64 13.8
19 28 6.79 14.3 28 8.39 21.4 1.60 7.1
.20 |32 7.06 9.4 30 6.30 6.7 - .76 - 2.7
AVERAGE _ 6.85 10.4 7.15 « 12.1 .30 1.7
LOW » 6.08 .0 6.30 6.7 -1.60 - 7.0
RANGE ,
HIGH 8.18 14.7 8.39 21.4 1.64 13.8
Test E6-~Bar Graphs
Number of Items - 20 .
_Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 24 7.92 -+ .0 28 7.79 7.1 - .13 7.1
, 17 32 8.59 12.5 24 10.08 8.3 1.49 - 4.2
] 18, | 25 8.80  12.0 29 8.21 .0 - .59 ~12.0
19 + -—— + ——— -—— e
20 31 9.10 6.5 29 9.34 10.3 .24 T 3.8
AVERAGE _ 8.60 7.8 8.86 6.4 .26 - 1.4
. . 4
. LOW 7.92 .0 7.79 .0 - .59 -12.0
RANGE- .
HIGH .9.10 12.5 10.08 10.3 1.49 7.1
+No data. . v
[ ]
»
o ) A
’3‘!
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GRADE 6
RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test E7--Multicolumn Tables

¢

n Number of Items - 20
Fall, 1971 : Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change

Schooi Raw Percent‘ Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters

g 16 24 5.58 * 4.2 26 6.88 7.7 1.30 3.5

17 29 ~6.93 3.4 28 9.29 25,0 2.36 21.6

18 25 6.16 .0 29 8.41 3.4 2.25 3.4

' 19 Tt -—- |28 9.18  -10.7 — ——

20 29 7.31 6.9 30 6.97 6.7 - .34 - .2
AVERAGE 6.49 3.6 8.15 10.7 1.392 . 7%

. .

‘ LOW 5.58 .0 . 6.88 3.4 - .34 - .2

‘ RANG% ,

HIGH 7.31 6.9 9.29 25.0 2.36 21.6

tNo data. ,
3Based on four, rather than five schools.




APPENDIX G

Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance at or.
above Grade Level Participating in the Map, Graph and
Table Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-72
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" i \ f'GRADE 2
Baw Score Hea‘nsrand Percent Masters |
. ’ o . )
' Test B3—-Picture Grid 'L‘:est BS——Heasura:etT&:. Dfs'tance ‘
Number of Items-12 Number of Items-12 . .
q
! Scﬁoo]. Fall~ Fall 1971;72 Fall Fall 1971-72 '
1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
N RS** ™ N RS M RS 4 N RS - > | N RS ™ RS ™
1 50 10.48 80.0 .30 11.50 ’90.0 .72 10.0 | 50' 10.46 74.0[ 30 10.87 86.4 .41 12.7
i 2 [ 124 8,40 54.0 29 10.28 79.3| 1.88 125.3 126 9.88 67.71 29 11.03 89.711.15 22.0
3 . 20 K:S 20.0 ‘24 ©8.54 54.2| 1.49 34.2] 20 8.90 35.0| 24 - 9.71 70.8 .81 35.8
4 53 lO.;S 84.9 | 30 11.73 100.0 .98 15'.i 53 10.02 64.21 30 11.37 100.0)1.35 35.8
6 47 10.02 70.2 30 11.23 86.7{ 1.21 16.5 47 9.53 61.7| 30 ‘(11.27 90.0{1.74 28.3 *
7 ‘120 .10.45 74.2 26 ,10.85 84.6 400 100640118 10.54 79.6) 26 10.42 76.9|~-.12 =2.7
8 63 ‘11.34 90.5 29 11.03 86.2{ -.31 4.3} 62 7.98 48.41 29 10.97 89.7]2.99 41.3 .
9 58 11.22 93.1 29 "11.83 100.0 .61 6.9 58’-10.55 81.0 29_ 11.'41 93.1 .86 12.1
, 10 + 28 11.21 55.7) — T 28 10.96 85.7| -— .
11 7E.92 87.7 | 29 11.10 89.7) - .vel* 2.0| 73 10.66 90.4| 29 11.41 100.0] .75 9.6
) 12 7 10.44 77.2 22 11.05 86.4 .61 9.2 56 10.02 .71.4 22 10.77 81.8 .75 10.4
13 71 9.44. 60.6 29 10.060 72.4 , .56 11.8}) 71 9.82 63.41 29 10.62 79.3 .80 15.9
15 40 11.17 90.9 29- 11.45 96.6 .28 - 6.6 40 10.42 82.5] 29 11..07 93.1| .65 10.6
21 131 11.24 87.0 30 11.83 100.0 .59 13.0}131 10:73 82.4 30 10.80 90,0 .07 7.6
N 22 61 10.51 85.2 30 11.33 93.?% .82 8.1] 61 10.23 70.5} 30 10.80 90.0) .57 19.5
23 | s1 11.22 0.2 | 277 9.78 74.1)-1.44 -16.1) s 10.92 8.3 27 9.93 70.4|-.99 -i3.9
32 57 11.40 93.0 ‘30 10.20 76.7 -.1.20 -16.31 57 10.56 78.9 30' 10.63 76.7 07 =2.2
AVERAGE* 10.38 77.4 ©10.86 85.6 .46 8.3 10.08 71.0 10.83 86.1 .74 15.2
LoW 7.05 20.0 8.54 54.2 -1.44 -16.3 ° 7.98 35.0 9.71 70.4 ~.99 -13.9
RARGE
‘ HIGH 11.40?93.1 11.83 100.0 1.88 34.2 10.92 90.4 11.41 1’00.0 g 41.3
) +No data .'t!

*Based on number of entries above

*%Raw Scores
.

ERIC . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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GRADE 2 .

\
Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

L}

Test B7--Single Column Tables

Number of Items-15

School . Pall ’ Pall 1971-72°

. 1971 - 1972 " | Change .
N RS ™ N- RS ™ RS . M
- 17 50 10.96 .58.0 | 30 1150 66.7 .54 8.7
2 124 10.32  47.6 | 29  10.31  51.7 | -.01 4ol
3 20 8.35  30.0 | 24 9.17  33.3 82 3.3
4 53 19.68  58.5 | 30 11.63  70.0 .95 11.5
6 46 10.5  43.5 | 30 13.10  83.3 | 2.54 39.8
7 120 " 11.83  67.5 T 26  12.35  73.1 .52 5J6
8 65 12;38 70.8 | 29  12.34  72.4 | -.04 ) 1.6
Vo9 58 11.59 58.6 | 29  13.10  86.2 | 1.51 27.6
10 + - 28 11.25 57.1 | -—
11 73 12.92 é3.6 29 11.72  58.6 |-1.20  -25.0:
12 57 10.37 2.6 | 22 11.95  77.3 | 1.58°  24.7
13 — 71  10.93. -54.9 | 29  11.41  58.6 48 - 3.7
15 40 . 12.12  67.5 | 29  11.38  62.1 | ~-.74 -5.4
21 131 12.92 80.2 i30 11.97 70.0 -.95 -10.2
22 61  10.18  45.9 | 30  13.97  86.7.]| 3.79 40.8
23 51 11.80. 62.7 | 27 7.67  22.2 | -4.13  =40.5
32 , 57 12.72 77.2 | 30 11.83  70.0 | -.89 -7.2
AVERAGE* 11.29  59.9 11.57  64.7 .30 5.2
LOW 8.35  30.0, 7.67 222 -4.13  -40.5
RANGE C ' -
. HIGH 12.92  80.2 13.97  86.7  3.79 40.8
tNo data.’

Q 4
MC *Bagsed on number of entries above. - + %1

IText Provided by ERIC




GRADE 3

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Test C2—Semipictorial Symbols

Number of Items - 14

135

Test C4--Street Grid

Number of Items - 12

F.
Sefpol | Fall Fall 1971-72 ‘ FPall Fall 1971-72
1971 - 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
N _RS% M | N RS O |&S ™ |§ &S T S ™ [®s ™
1 65, 10.83 56.9 | 30 12.50 86.7| 1.67 29.8}65 7.94 36.9)30 9.73 60.0'1.79 .23.1
1£ R ' -y :
2 7] 62> 9.90 40.3 ; 27 10.15 48.1] .25 7.8162 8.06 38.7|27 7.93 44.4)-.13 5.7
1
3 | 25 11.80 72.0 17 9,59 '35.3{-2.21 ~-36.7}25 7.96 28.0|17 7.35 29.4)-.61 1,
) i N
4 49 11.63 59.2 i 27 11.59 63.0; -.04 3.8049 9.29 61.2|27 9.26 51.9(-.03 -9.3
f .
6 -| 42 10.40 47.6 | 20 9.60 ao.oi-.so -7.6|4278.10 42.9{20 8.15 45.0. .05 2.1
r a
7 143 11.75 72.0 | 30 11.93 63.3; .18 -8.7Q44 9.57 64.6] 30 9.03 50.0i-.54 -14.6
£ '
8 | 62 11.89 66.1 | 29 10.66 44.8/-1.23 ~-21.3|62 9.40 53.2| 29 8.93 44.8 ~.47 -8.4
9 69 12.39 76.8 | 31 12,13 71.0{ -.26 -5.8|69 9.75 69.6:31 10.23 67.7 .48 -1.9
10 - 27 11.81 70.4] — - 27 9.15 51.9| —
11 4% 12.71 79.6 | 28 12.14 75.0| -.57  -4.6|49 9.53 59.2| 28 10.14 71.4| .55 12.2
. 12 58 '10.67 48.3 | 29 12.10 69.0] 1.43  20.7]58 8.78 48.3} 29 9.07 34.5| .29 -13.8
. 13-1104 11,26 61.5 | 29 1048 51.7]-.78 -9.8h04 8.94 51.9] 29 9.3 S1.7] .40 -0.2
15 40 11.70 67.5-] 20 12.35 75.0| 65 7.5]40 9.15 50.0{ 20 9.30 S50.0! .15 0.0
b
2 | 171 11.96 66.1 | 36 12.60 80.0| .64 13.90h71 9.37 s3.2/ 30 9.27 s6.7]-.10 3.5
22 S4 11.84 70.4 | 29 11.48 55.2| -.36 -15.2)54 9.10 48.2]| 29 8.55 37.9| -.55 -10.3
23 52 12.27 80.8 | 30 11.03 56.7|-1.24 -24.115210.06 67.3 30 7.20 36.71-2.86 -30.6
32 41 12.15 80.5 | 33 12.52 78.8] .33 -1.7]41 9.61 S6.1|33 9.85 69.7{ .24 13.6
AVERAGE* 11.57 65.4 11.45 62.6 -.14  -3.3 9.04 51.8 8.97 50.2 -.08 ~-1.7
LOW 9.90 40.3 9.59 35.3 -2.21 -16.7 7.94 28.0 7.20 29.4 -2.86 -30.6
RANGE :
HIGH 12.71 80.8 12.60 86.7 1.67  29.8 10.86  69.6 10.23 71.4 1.79 23.1
*No data -
*Based on number of entries above
**Raw Scores . *
.,
i - s . /
, /
, .
4
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<7< .
¢ GRADE 4 "'«4
*
. ) Raw Score Means and PErcen: Masters

Test C4~—Street Grid

Number of Items-12

1971-72

Test C7--Measurement: -Distance

Number of Items-15

L]
Fall

. School Fall Fall . Fall 1971-72
;;li 1972 Change 197; 1972 Change
N ™ [N RS ™ RS 2 IN RS ™ [N RS ™ | RS ™
1 20 10.20 65.0] 21 11.71 100.0 |[1.51" ‘\Qs.o 22 12.55 72.7 |21 12.86 7r.4| .32 -1.3
2 31 8.71 45.2(28 9182 64.3|1.11 19,431 11.19 45.2 |28 11.32 57.1 J13 119
3 - + — . . -— .
- N 1
4 19 10.32 57.9 |27 10.00 70.4 |-.32 12.5 . 27 11.85 70.4| -—
. N X
6 t° 25 9.72 60.0| -4 18 11.67 66.7 | 25 10.4Q 32.0[-1.27 =3477
7 24 10.25 79.2)30 10.30 73.3| ,05 -5.9023 10.65 30.4 | 30 11.63 50.0f .98 19.6
?,, 19 8.00 42.1|25 11.00 84.0[3.00 41.9]18 11.22 50.0 |25 12.60 72.0} 1.38 22.0
9 19 10.8 84.27179+10.48,. 82.8 |-.36 -1.4]16 11.00 37.5[ 29 12.38 69.0| 1.38 31.5
o | 27 10.07 70.4]29 9.59 55.2[-.48 r15:2§27 11.18 44.4 (29 11.34 517} .16 7.3
11 20 9.30 60.0)26 11.15 88.5]1.85 28.5) 21 11.86757:1. .26 12.35 76.9f .49 19.8
12 21 10.33 76.2]25 10.32 76.0 |-.01 0.2} 22 10.73 45.5] 25 12'.'60'-'.7,2_.’0 1.27 26.5
13 29 10.59 79.3{27 10.52 77.8]-.07 —1.5829 11.52 65.5] 27 11.67 74.1] 'I15. 8.6
15 + 29 10.28 75.9| — - + 29 10.59 55.2] ---
21 30 10.37 73.3 |30 10.33 76.7 |{-.04 3.40 29 11.10 44.8| 30 11.43 53.3} .33 8.5
. 22 22 9.41 59,120 10.85 90.0|1.44 30.9 + 20 11.95 70.0| —
23 19 10.90 78.9]16 10.87 93.8|-.03 14.90 19 11.26 52.6| 16 13.31 81.3| 2.05 28.7
32 31 10.84 83.9|24 10.96 87.5| .12 3.60 31 11.94 6727 24 13.08 75.0} 1.14 7.3
AVERAGE* 10.01 68.2 10.49 78.5 .55 11.8 11.37 52.3 11.92 64.5 .65 12.0
LW B8.00 42.1 9.59 55.2 -.48 -15.2 10.65 30.4  10.40 32.0 -1.27 -34.7
RANGE ‘
HIGH 10.90 84.2 11.71 100.0 3.00 41.9° 12.54 72.7 13.31 81.3 2.05 31.5
2
tNo data -
%*Based on number of entries above
**Raw Scores .
. £ -
!
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© GRADE 4

Raw Score Means and Percent Magters

Test C8~-Picture Graphs Test D3—Number-Letter Grid
. Number of Items~15 Ndmber of Items-16 -
¥
. . - » e
b o School Fall Fall 1971-72 . Fall Fall ¢’ 1971-72
F 1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Chang
N RS IM N RS M RS ™ IN RS M N RS XM XS o

. 1 ¥ 22 12.59 77.3| — 20.13.20 65.0 |2 13.95 85.7] .75 20.7
2|30 10.80 53.3}29 12.14 72.4| 1.3 19.1]31 11.97 48.4 |28 11.79 46.4] -TB -2.0
3110 826 42.1|22 10.77 s6.5|2.03 12.4 + . + —_
o |18 12.33 83.3(22 12.3% 68.2| .03-15.1|19 12.53 57.9 |27 12.81 63.0| .28 5.1 - -
6 s 17 10.59 47.1| — t 25 11.00 28.0| -——-
. 7 125 11.00 ¢8.0|26 11.19 65.4| .19 17.4] 26 13.04 62.5[30 12.20 53.3| -.84 9.2
8.] 18 10.28 44.4]22 11.23 72.7] .95 28.3]19 12.00 42.1|25 13.64 76.0 1.64 33.9
9 |21 10.00 23.829 11.41 62.1|1.41 38.3]19 12.90 68.4 |2 14.00 79.3| 1.10 10.9
10 | 287 10.68 50.0|29 12.3¢ 75.0]1.66 25.0] 26 13.59 70.4 |29 11.97 48.3{-1.62 -22.1
‘11 |20 9.90 e5.0{26 13.69 88.5]3.79 63.5] 20 12.50 45.0|26 12.58 57.7] .08 12.7
12 + 23 10.52 56.5| —— 21 12.00 57.1]25 12.26 52.0| .24 -5.1
13 | 28 10.66 53.6|30 10.30 s6.7|-.3 3.1} 29 12.69 s55.2[27 12.33 Ss.6} -.36 0.4
15 { 21 11.33 57.1)28 10.56 60.7]-.79 3.6 - 29 12.14 62.1] —
21 | 28 10.79 s0.0|26 12.73 73.1]1.94 23.1] 30 13.60 73.3]30 12.10 46.7(-1.50 -26.6
v - 22 | 22 10.09 40.9[21 12.05 76.2]1.96 35.3] 22 13.41 77.3|20 12.65 55.0( -.76 -22.0
P3) + 15 11.47 66.7] —- 19 13.16 73.7|16 14.66 87.5F 1.28 13.8

32 | 31 13.06 80.6|25 13.08 80.0| .02 -0.6] 31 14.06 90.3+24 13.87 79.2f -.19 -1f.1

AVERAGE*® 10.74 50.2 11.71 67.8 1.09 19.5 12.90 63.3 12.73 61.0 -.01 0.0

Low 8.74 23.8 10.30 47.1 -.79 -15.1 11.97 42.1 11.00 28.0 -1.62-26.6
RANGE -

HIGH 13.06 83.3 13.69 88.5 3.79 63.5 14.06 90.3 14.46 87.5 1.64 33.9
+No data
*Baged on number of entries above
**Raw Scores Y
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Test

GRADE 4

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

D5——Scale: Hhol'é Units

Number of Itemks-13

‘

Test D6—Picture Graphs

Number of Items-15

School| ~  Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall Fall 1971-72
1971 1972 Change 1971 Vo972 Change
N Rs** M | KN RS ™ RS: ™ {N RS ™ | N RS ™ RS ™

1 |22 7.8 18.2| 22 8.68 31.8{1.00 13.6 + 22 11.86 72.7| --—-

2 |31 7.42 16.1] 29 7.66 34.5| .24 18.4130 10.77 60.0f 29 11.93 62.1| 1.16 2.1

3 - 22 7.68 22.7| ~—- 19 10.26 47.4] 22 1I.36 54.5) 1.10 7.1
; 4 . 122 9.18 45.5| — 18 13.56 88.9! 22 12.91 81.8) -.65 -7.1
'1» 6 (18 6.50 'S.6| 17 7.94 35.3|1.44 29.7 - 517 11.94 64.71 =—

7 |23 .6.96 26.1) 26 8.65 26.9;1.69 0.8|25 11.72 68.0i 26 11.69 69.2] -.03 1.2

8 |18 8.72 27.55 22 9.95 54.551.23 26.7|18 11.78 66.7| 22 12.00 63.6 .iz -3.1

9 16 8.88 25.05 29 8.45 37.9é-.43 12.9)21 11.10 61.9} 29 12.21 72.4! 1.11 10.5

10 '27 9.00 40.7{ 29 10.21 48.311,21 7.6|28 11.50 75.0| 29 12.31 72.4| .81 -2.6

, 7

11 |21 8.52 33.3; 26 10.85 73.1i2.133 39.8 120 11.95 80.0| 26 13.42 84.6] 1.47 4.6

12 {22 1.36 27.3% 23 6.87 17.4 ~.49 -9.9 + §:23 10..09 56.57 ==

13 |29 893 37.9: 30 8.47 33.3%-.46 -4.6|28 11.86 71.4| 30 10.07 53.3-1.79 -18.1

15 * 1 28 8.07 32.1i -— 21 10.52 61.91 28 10.43 53.6. -.09 -8.3

21 |29 8.00 31.05 26 10.38 46.2?2.38 15.2128 10.75 42.9! 26 12.46 65.4| 1.71 22.5

22 + 21 8.90 42.9l —_— - ]22 10.18 5§:1 21 11.86 76.21{ 1.68 17.1

23 |19 7.63 26.3] 15 8.60 46.7] .97 20.4 - 15 12.13 80.0| -—-

32 |31 10.13 54.-8! 25 9.92° 52.0 |-.21 -2.8]31 13.4'5 90.3| 25 12.92 88.0) -.53 -2.3
AVERAGE® 8.13 28.5 8.85 40.1 .84 12.9 11.49 67.2 11.86 68.9 .47 1.5
CANCE LoW 6,50 5.6 " 6.87 17:4 -.49 -9.9 10.18 42.9 10.07 53.3 -1.79 -18.1

HIGH 10.13 54.8 10.85 73.1 2.38 39.8 13.56 90.3 13.42 88.0 1.71 22.5
tNo data
*Based on number of entries aboveh ' - - 4

**Raw Scores

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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GRADE 5, :

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

-

Test Cl0—-Multicolumn Tables

Number of Items-15

Test D4--Cardinal Directions

Number of Items-15

£y

School | =~ Fall Fall 1971~72 _Fall Fall 1971-72
1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
- N RS*: IM |N RS ™ RS ™ [N RS ™ |N- RS ™ |RS__. DM .
1 30 13.87°96.7]22 14.05 100.0| .18 3.3 f 74 12.39 73.0|22 13.32 86.4| .93 13.4 &
. S
2 29 13.34 82.8]30 14.43 96.7/1.09 13.9 [107 11.76 65.4 )29 12.07 69.0} .31 3.6
3 29 13.41 82.8|23 .14.09 100.0| .68 17.2 ] 26 11.35 57.7 + -—
4 36 13.14 86.1]20 14.45 100.0{1.31 13.9 | 60 12.97 83.3[19 12.47 68.4|~.50 -14.9
6 2z 13.50 90.9 |26 13.33 83.34-.17 -7.6 | 47 12.41 66.0 + —
7 1 30 13.40 86.7 |29 13.55 89.7] .15 3.0 J169 13.71 85.8| 6 13.38 88.5| .17 2.7
. 8 26 12.69 84.6 |28 13.68 96.41 .99 11.8 | 93 11.66 57.8}29 12.62 79.3| .96 22.3 -
.9 34 13.11 86.5}29 13.83 93.1; .72 6.6 | 82 13.09 80.5|30 13.27 86.7| .18 6.2
10 32 14.03 96.9 |28 14.18 96.4 | .15 -0.5 J133 13.52 87.2|27 13.44 92.6|-.08 5.4
11 30 13.80 90.0 |30 14.03 933! .23 3.3 + 29 13.14°89.7| ---
L
12 28 12.89 85.7 |23 12.26 73.9 |-.63 -11.8 | 57 12.40 " 68.4| S5 12.28 68.0[-.12 -0.4
13 28 13.36 92.9 |28 13.68 85.7| .32 ~-7.2}95 12.78 78.9}29 13.83 93.1|1.05 14.2
15 20 14.25 100.0 |25 13.32 84.0 |-.93 -16.0 | 39 12.87 74.4 + — R
21 28 12.39 '78.6 |30 13.50 93.3 {1.11 14.7 |179 12.47 73.7 |29 12.55 82.8| .08 9.1
22 29 12.89 79.3 |24 13.83 95.8 | .94 16.5 | 68 11.94 25 12.68 72.0| .74
23 31 13.68 93.5|25 13.72 88.0 | .06 -5.5| 59 1280 79.7 + -
32 25 14.06 96.0 |30 14.46 100.0 [ .36 4.0 | 51 13.49 90.2 {15 12.53 73.3|-.96 -16.9
Id ~
AVERAGE* 13.40 88. 13.78  92.3 .38 3.5 12.57  74.7 12.89 80.8 .23 4.1
MtoLow2.39 78, 12.26 73.9 =~.93 -16.0 11.35 57.0 12.07 68.0 -.96 -16.9
"RANGE o -
HIGH4.25 100. 14.45 160.0 1.31 17.2 13.52  90.2 13.83 93.1 1.05 22.3
¥
+No data f ~ ’
*Based on number of entries above
**Baw Scores i W
. 4
]
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GRADE 5

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Test D5--Scale: Wh:)le Units

Number of Items~13

.

-

Number of Items-15

. Tes't Dé-—Picture Graphs'

School Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall Fall 1971-72
1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
N RS* 2IM [N 'RS ™ |RS. ™ | N RS ™ |N RS ™ |RS
b -
1 74 10.20 52.7|22 10.64 72.7| .44 20.0 | 74 1234 73.0) 22 12.18 77.3)-.16 4.3
2 107 9.64 49.5}29 9.38 48.3}-.26 ~1.2 307 #2.20 72.9| 29 11.24 58.6 |-.96 -14.3
3 26 10.69 61.5 + — 26 12.42 76.9 + —-—
‘: 60 10.45 56.7|19 10.47 52.6| .02 -4.1] 60 13.12 86.7|19 12.63 84.2|-.49 -2.5
6 ~| 47 9.35 43.8 + — 47 11.58 70.8 + -
. %
7 169 10.18 56.8| 26 9.92 61.5|-.26 4.7 |1@ 12.72 79.6| 26 12.81 73.1} .09 -6.5
. L .
8 93 8.69 30.1|29 10.00 51.7|1.31 21.6 | 9% 11.41 64.5| 29 12.31 75.9| .90 11.4
9 82 10.18 53.7]130 10.27 53.3| .09 -0.4| 82 12.80 81.7| 30 13.07 86.7 / .27 5.0
i 10 133 10.21 57.9|27 9.48 44.4)-.73 -13.5 |'133 -13.26  88.9| 27 13.63 92.6| .37 3.9
11 T 29 10.79 69.0| = ' + 29 13.28 93.1] —
! 12 57 9.42 43.9{25 9.44 56.0] .02 12.1) 57 11.79 70.2| 25 11.60 68.0]-.19 -2.2
13 95 9.93 50.5|29 11.17 65.5|1.24 15.01 95 12.45 75.8('29 13.48> 89.7 [ 1.3 13.9-
15 39 10.21 53.8 t — 39 12.64 84.6 + —
21 179 9.70 46.4]29 9.28 44.81-<.42 -1.6}179 11.74 68.7] 29 12.14 69.0| .40 0.3
22 68 8.48 t 125 9.68 40.0|1.20 68 12.03 + |25 10.88 52.01.15
237 59 10.12 54.6 ot _— 59 12.83 8l.4 t -—
32 s1 11.24 72.5|15 10.13 40.0f1.11 -32.5] 51 .13.71 92.2f 15 12.73 86.7|~-.98 -5.5
& —
AVERAGE* 9.91 52.5 10.05 53.8 .12 1.8 12,44 72.2 12.46 71.9 -.07 0.7
' »
: LOW 8.48 30.1 9,28 40.0 -1.11 -32.5 11.41 64.5 10.88 52.0 -1.15 -14.3
RANGE ~,
BIGH 11.24 72.5 L4117 72,7 1.31 21.6 13.71 92.2 13.63 93.1 1.03 13.9
+No data
*Bagsed on number of entries above
**Raw Scores *
[
Y
) J

O
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. GRADE 5
v C - : . , <
. - . Raw Score Means and Percent Masters
Tesw-—xultigolmn Tables Test E7--Hulbicoiumn Tables
& R -
“Number of Items-15 Number of Items-20 . '
i . : ' 1
School Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall °* Fall s }1971-72
4 . 1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
. N RS*# "IM IN RS 2 | RS 2 N RS M [N RS ™M |RS -
- ' 2 ’! + k)
1 30 8.93 "30.0| 22 11.32 54.5| 2.39 26.5]30 12,10 33.3| 22 14.45 40.9| 2.35 7.6
. 2 '? 9.00 37.9|30 9.87 40.0| .87 2.1}29 11.00 20.7| 30 13.17 36.7| 2.17 16.0
. 7 . N )
A 3 29  9.45 41.4)23 12.35 69.6| 2.90 28.2}29 10.00 20:7| 23 14.00 52.2| 4.00 31.5
c T o _ _ "
4 36 7.83 19.4|20 12.80 85,0| 4.97 65.6]36 11.25 30.6| 20+ 15.70 65.0| 4.45 34.4
’ 6 22 8.68 13.6 |24 7.25 12.5F1.43 -1.1]22 11.27 27.3| 24 9.96 16.7 {-1.31 -10.6
T 30 8.17 16.7|29 11.00 58.6| 2.83 41.9}30 12.20 40.0| 29 14.69 55.2} 2.49 15.2
. 8 26 5.69 0.0|28 8.71 25.0| 3.0Z 25.0 28 12.11 28.6| -—-
9 37 0 7.19 5.4029.10.48 48.3( 3.29 42.9]37 27.0( 29 12.45 31.0 67 4.0
‘1o 32 9.66 25.0 |28 10.79. 53.6| 1.03 28.6]32 '13.31 43.8|28 13.39 42.9| .08 -0.9
11 30 10.03 "36.7 30 8.17 20.0,F1.86 -16.7 |30 13.57 40.0}30 12.07-23.3-1.50 -16.7
- ) ; .
.12 © 28 8.46 28.6 |23 4.81-.20 » 6.2}28 10.64 25.0|23  8.52 13.0 |-2.12 -12:0
< 13 28. 8.96 32.1}28 @61 57.1(1.65 25'.8; 28 11.18 21.4)28 13.25 39.3| 2.07 17.9
15 20 10.50 45.0 {25 9.80 48.0{--70 3.0 |20 13.85 40z | 2% 12.00 40.0[-1.85 0.0
. 7.36 14.3 {30 10.129 43.32.74 29.0]28 993 21.%4{ 30 18.83 "40.0| 3.90 18.6
6.69 10.3 |24 8.62v 20.8]1.93 '10.5]29 10.07 13.8 24..12.75 .5 | 2.68 23.7
. — PR
9.94 29.0 [25 11.16 56.01.22 27.0Q31 13.90 45.2|25 14.76 56.0 | .86 10.8
‘ o .
9.28 36.0 [30 12.23 70.0|2.95 34.0 |25 14.12 40.0|30 15.93 73.3| 1.81 .33.3
. .
L 2
AVERAGE* " 8.58 24.8 10.21 46.9 1.63 22.1 11.88 JB0.6 13.12, 40.7 1.30 10.8
LOW  5.69 0.0 7.25 -1.86 -16.7 9.93 20.7 8.52 13.0 -2.12 -16.7
HIGH 10.50 45.0 12.80 4.97 65.6 14.12 45.2 15,93 73.3  4.45 34.4
. tNo data ¢ ‘ ¢ . N
’ *Baged off pu of entries above,
**Raw Scofes
-, .
(4 l "
'
\)‘ . a - 'J‘
ERIC : » '
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Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

1

GRADE 6

Test Dl--Nonpictorial Symbols

Nugber of

School Fall

© 1971

Items<14
f ]

<

<

Fall

*1972

1971-72
Change
Ll

>

.

Test D3--Scale: Whole Units

Number of Items—13

>

3 -

1971-72
Change

N RS** M N

RS ™

RS

™M

N

RS

i

RS ™

22 12.82 86.4) 28

31 12.13 74.2] 33

‘ t

a

19 12.42 84.3
-

25 12.16 68.0
2 12.14, 71.4
16 12,5 75.0
28 12.14 82.1
23 12.87 * 87.0
16 12.38 75.0
25 12.44 80.0
+

29 11.59
+

+

26 -12.73

13.00 5.7

13.00" 90.9

+
13.53 100.0

+ ¥
12.39° 78.6
12.75 87.5
12.67 85.7
12.83
13.35

13.05

12.33

.18

.87

0.7

20 10.35
18 10.61
28 7.14
20 11.10
t
29 10.07

L
24 10.17

1‘\
26 .11.35
18" 11.78
30
' +
R

25 11.48

9.93 .

4
3L 11.16
30" 12.00
19 10.79
{
+
27 10.59
23 10.35
Ct
26 11.85
21 11.19
i -
23 10.96
24 411.92
29 10.52
-
+
+

20 1I.15

-

AVERAGE* *12.36

Low ’11.59

RANGE
HIGH

62.1

12.87 87.0
-

T
tNo data ' O

*Based on number of encriesuagove
**Raw Scores i

}

12.77 86.2
11.50 73.3

13.53 100.0

.41

-.11

1.11 1

9.4

6.7

-027

.36

7.14,

\

11.78

59.3
21.4

83.3’

11.13
.10.35

. 12.00

76.5 .77 11.2
52.2,~.75 -17.8"

87.% 3.45 36.7
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GRADE 6 )
< i * ' Raw Score Means and Percent Masters
; pagt . N
' ) \ I
. Test El—Point & Line Symbols ) Test E4--Scale:.Multiple Whole Units
N Number of Items-15 Number of Items-12
_ .
School Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall Fall 1971-72
1971 . 1972 Change . 1971 1972 Change .
N Rs** M |N RS "2M | &S 2 |N RS %M [N RS ZM |RS My
1 22 12,59 81.8{28 12.36 _75.0] -.23 -6.8 t t —
) ‘ . N
2 31 11.74 58.1{33 12,36 69.7] .62 1.6} 34 591 23.5| 31 8.52 48.&| 2.61 24.9
3 T t -, 20 7.80 45.0| 30 9.30 66.7] 1.50 21.7
4 19 12.10 68.4}117 13,18 82.4/ 1.08 14.0])18 8.00 49.9}{19 7.79 36.8]-.21 -7.6 °
6 - + *\\ — + + —
‘ -
N
7 25 12.12 64.0 |28 10.86 46.4]/-1.26 -17.6f28 8.14 46.4) 27 7.19 29.6| -.95 -16.8
'8 21 11.05 57.1}24 11.37 54.2] .32 -2.9f20 7.85 35.0{23 6.61 21.7}1.24 -13.3 .
9 ‘16 12.62 68.8 |21 11.48 61.9]-1.14 =6.9 7 A - B S
Pk
10 28 11.68 53.6 |29 13.17 89.7| 1.49 36.1]29 7.28 27.6|26 9.81 76.9| 2.53 49.3
11 23, 12.04 69.6 |23 12.30 69.6| .26 0.0}29 6.83 25.0|21 8.48 52.4| 1.65 27.4
12 16 11.75 68.8 |20 11.70 65.0| -.05 =3.8 + . -
13 25 11.80 64.0 )21 11.71 76.2| -.09 12.2|26 8.27 53.8 (23 8.48 43.5{ .21 -10.3
" 15 t * Lem 18 7.94 44.4 |26 9.08 41.7011,14 =-2.7
‘ 21 79 11.24 58.6 |30 11.93 70.0| .69 11.4}30 7.93 46.7 (29 6.86 34.511.07 -12.2
22 - + e + Tt 2
23 ' + t — "t + -
32 26 12.27 76.9 |26 12.62 88.5{ .35 11.6]25 7.56 44.0 |20 3.55 60.0 | 1.99 16.0
’
i
AVERAGE* 11.92 65.8 12.09 70.7 .17 4.9 7.59 39.6 8.33 46.6 A4 6.9
&
LOW  11.05 57.1 10.86 46.4 -1.26 -17.6 5.91 23.5 6.61 .7 -1.24 -16.8
RANGE . -
HIGH 12.62 81.8 13.18 89.7 1.49" 36.1 8.27 53.8 WL 76,9 2.61 49.3
tNo data /
*Based on number of entries above N M
**Raw Scores
. ,. .
(] //
" //
. . .
F ’ \
193
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.




144 ) .

/ 5
j .
GRADE 6
. Raw Score Means and Percent Masters .
—/2=n E6--Bar Graphs Test Fl—-Point, Line, Area Sy_%ols
umber of Items-20 Number of Items-15
School Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall Fall 1971-72
- 1971 1972 Change 1971 1972 Change
N _ FBS* IM [N RS ™ | RS ™M N RS % | N RS , %M | ES
1 24 16‘.67 79.24 28 -17.00 78.6 .33 «0.6]22 10.59 40.9}| 28 9.61 32.1} -.98 -8.8
2~ 33 15.36 57.6) 32 14.31 43.8}(-1.05 -13.8]31 8.22 19.4] 33 906 24.2 .84 4.8
, k)
3 + * + —_ + + —_—
. . ’ 2
4 t + —_— 19 9.42 47.4117 11.76 64.7] 2.36 17.3
6 + 26 14.42 34.6 | — T T e
) ® )
25 16.28 72029 15.28 62.1/-1.00 =-9.9}25 9.84 36.0]28 8.39 2%0[-1.45 -11.0
21 16.52 J¥z4 {23 15.52 56.5}-1.00 -14.9 Zi 8‘.90 19.0 24 8.54 16.7 E-.§6 -2.3
3 * r e
17 16.12 52.9.]20 15.50 60.0 ) -.62 7.1116 9.00 25.0]21 8.14 4.8 -.86 -20.2
227 15.11 59.3 |28 17.50 85.7 2.39 26.4 |28 8.07 17.9|29 10.21 41.44 2.14 23.5'
24 15.29 54.2 122 18.05 86.4 2.76 32.2]23 8.87 30.4{23 11.04 60.9] 2.17 30.5
! 12 19 15.84 63.2 |24 12.79 45.8 |[-3.05 -17.4 16 9.25 31.3 20- 8.0 20.0) -.85-11.3
1]
! ¢
13 26 ¥7.35 76.9 |24 17.17 79.2 | -.18 2.3]25 8.84 28.0])21 9.90 42.9]1.06 14.9
15 t t _— + oy _—
e
21 29 14.93 34.5 |27 13.89 44.4 |-1.04 9.9]129 8.03 27.6 |30 8.47 23.3| .46 =4.3
LN
22 t + _— + + _—
23 t + - | + -
32 26 17.12 75.0 128 16.32 60.7 ~-.80 -14.3]26 9.73 42.3 )26 9.50 34.6}-.23 -7.7
AVERAGE* 16.05 63.3 15.65 61.5 =-.30 0.6 9.06 930.4 9.42 32.6 .36 2.1
, )
L)
Low 14.93 34.5 12.79 34.6 =-3.05 -17.4 8.03 17.9 8.14 4.8 -1.45 -20.2
RANGE . ) R
HIGH 17.35 79.2 18.05 86.4 2.76 32.2 10.59 47.4 11.76 64.7 2.34 30.5
Ko data ’ . °
*Based on number of entries above
**Raw Scores
- .
13 .
b ! .
- -~ ~ )
- L ]
2 ,

ERIC .51
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GRADE 6 )
Raw Score Means and Percent Masters
~ * .
Test F4—Scale: Fractional Units Test F5--Bar Graphs
Number of Items-16 Number of Items-18
School Fall Fall 1971-72 Fall Fall 1971-72
1971 * 71972 Change 1971 - 1972 Change
N RS** T IN RS ™M | RS M [N RS 2, N RS ™ RS ™
1 + + J o — 24 13,50 45.8] 28° 14.61 67.9 1.11 ‘22.1
2 34 5.97 B.8 .31 6.71 3.2 .74 =-5.6§33 13.46 36.4|32 12.03 2§.1 -1.43 -8.3
3 20 6.70 $5.0{30 8.80 20.0] 2.10 15.0 + + —
4 18 6.00 0.0)19 6.21 5.3 .21 5.3 + + -_—
. L d
6 + + - . + 26 12.73 34.6 | —
7 28 6.61 10.7 |27 5.26 7.41-1.35 -3.3}125 13.40° 48.0)129 12.72 44.8| -.68 -3.2
8 20 5.45 0.0'23 5.96 17.4 .51 17.4] 21 13.43 3&.1 23 13.00 30.4 4§ -.43 -7.7
9 - + — 17 13.59 41.2120 12.80 30.0} -.79 -11.2
10 "29 5.52 10.3 126 8.00 26.9} 2.48 16.6}127 12.63 25.9'} 28 13.57 28.6 .94 2.7
11 24 5.62 4.2 121 8.00 19.0] 2.38 14.8}24 12.96 33.3 |22° 14.95 54.5 1.99 21.2
12 T + _— 19 13.68 42.1 |24 9.75 16.7 {-3.93 -25.4
13 26 7.38 19.2 {23 7.13 8.7] -.25 -10.5} 26 11:.69 65.4 |24 13.67 58.3 |-1.02 =-7.1
15 18 7.89 22.2 |24 7.54 16.7| -.35 =5.5 + . -
21 30 6.17 6.7 {29 6.21 6.9 .04 0.2]29 13.24 34.5 |27 12?04 29.6 |-1.20 -4.9
22 t + — + ¥ —-
23 \ ~ - —_ + . + —
32 25 5.72 4.0 |20 6.70 10.0] .98 6.0]26 13.92 s8.3 [28 13.00 32.1 | -.92-26.2
.,
'AVERAGE* 6.27 8.28 6.96 12.86 .69 4.6 13.50 42.64 «12.91 41.42 -.58 -4.36
‘LOV’ 5.45 0.0 5.26 3.2 -1.35 -10.5 12.63 25.9 * '9.75 16.7 -3.93 -26.2
RANGE -
HIGH 7.89 22.2 8.80 26.9 2,48 17.4 14.69 65.4 14.95 67.9 1.99 22.1
*No data . i *
*Bagsed on number of entries above
#*Raw Scores
) ' ’
1Y
- [y
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Comparative Performance on Program-Embedded Achievement
Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance
below Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73
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RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

GRADE 1

Test Bll--Letters & Digits

Number of Items - 16

]

Spring, 1972

Spring, 1973

149

1972-73 Change

School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters | Score Masters
16 27 12.89 66.7 26 13.50 73.1 .61 .4
17 26 13.31 76.9 26 13.42 73.1 .11 3.8
18 25 ©13.44 72.0 30 13,27 76.7 - 4.7
19 29 13.10 69.0 29 14.17 89,7 1. 20.7
20 28 12.89 67.9 30 12.70 60.0 - - 7.9
AVERAGE 13.13 70.5 13.41 74.5 .28 4.0
LOW 12.89 66.7 12.70 60.0 - .19 - 7.9
RANGE <
HIGH 13.44 76.9 14.17 89.7 1.07 20.7
Test Bl5--Sequence: Pictures and WOfﬁs
. Number of Items - 16
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973. 1972-73 Change
School Raw ’ Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 27 10.70 22.2 26 11.19 38.5 .49 16.3
17 26 10.58 38.5 26 11.04 34.6 - .46 - 3.9
18 25 10.28 32.0 30 11.80 46.7 1.52 14.7
19 29 - 9,24 27.6 /29 10.59 34.5 1.35 6.9
20 28 9. 46 25 Q/// 30 9.87 13.3 .41 -11.7
AVERAGE 10.05 29.1 10.90 33.5 .85 4.4
LOW 9.24 ZZ.Q 9,87 13.3 .41 -11.7
RANGE \\
: HIGH 10.70 38.5 11.80 46.7 1.52 i6.3
’
.‘ -y
19,
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~N -

GRADE 1

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test Blé--Classifies Ideas

. Number of Items - 13

Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School} Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent 4
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
-
16 27 10.48 55.6 26 8.85 34.6 -1.63 -21.0
17 | 26 11.00 73.1 |26  10.92 69.2 - .08 - 3.9 -
18 25 9.88 44.0 30 10.07 50.0 .19 6.0
19 29 6.76 20.7 29 11.72 79.3 4.96 58.6 - -
20 28 9.68 53.6 30 8.53 30.0 -%.15 -23.6,
AVERAGE 9.56 49.4 10.02 52.6 .46 3.2
. LOW 6.76 20.7 8.53 30.0 -1.63. ~23.6
RANGE
HIGH 11.00 73.1 11.72 79.3 4.96 58.6
GRADE 2
Test Bl0--Written Directions
Number of Items - 15
- Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters |N Score Masters Score Masters
16, 28 9.04 35.7 29 14.66 . 96.6 ., 5.62 60.9
17 28 14.14 92.9 28 13.43 89.3. - .71 - 3.6
18 25 11.72 60.0 30 14.00 90.0 2.28 30.0
19 29 12.97 82.8 30 14.03 =, 93.3 1.06 10.5
20 28 11.71 64.3 30 12.70" " 73.3 99 9.0
AVERAGE 11.92 67.1 13.76 88.5 1.84 21.4
LOW 9.04% 35.7* 12.70 73.3 - .7 - 3.6
RANGE T
HIGH 14.14 92.9 14.66 96.6 5.62 60.9
Py . w + . t
Q 103

ERIC
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GRADE 2 - 2
RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
P

/Tegt C18-LIdeasi Sequential Order

. Number of Items -~ 10

Spring, 1972 . Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change

School Raw Percent . Raw Percent Raw Percerit
N Score Masteirs | N Score Masters Sgore .Masters
16 28 2.82 10.7 29 6.76 44.8 3.94 34.1
17 28 6.00 42.9 28 " 6.00 35.9 .00 - 1.2
18 25 3.44 24.0 30 5.97 43.3 2;53 19.3
19 | %9 6.52 48.3 | 30 6.27 43.3 - .25 - 5.0
20 28 4.71 ’ 25.0 30 4.07 20.0 - .64 - 5.0
N ;
AVERAGE % _4.70 30.2 5.81 37.4 1.11 7.2
LOW 2.82 10.7 4.07 20.0 - .64 - 7.2
RANGE
HIGH 6.52 48.3 6.76 44.8 3.94 34.1
Test Cl9--Judgments and Conclusions P
. . Number of Items - 12 .* '
Sprang, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw Percent -Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters -
16 28 7.36 25.0 29 9.45 48.3 2.09 23.3
17 28 9.18 42.9 28 10.25 75.0 1.07 32.1
18 25 9.04 - 48.0 30 9.83 73.3 .79 25.3
19 29 9.59 62.1 | 30 9.07 40.0 - .52 =22.1
20 28 9.61 50.0 30 8.83 46.7 - .78 - 3.3
AVERAGE 8.96 45.6 9.49 56.7 .53 11.1 —-
LOW 7.36 25.0 8.83 -~ 40.0 - .78 -22.1
RANGE
HIGH 9.61 62.1 10.25 75.0 2.09 32.1
o io)d

ERIC
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£
= 3

GRADE 3~

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
Test Cl2--Alphabetizes

. Numbér of Items - 18

H v

Spring, 1972

Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
* School " Raw " Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score Masters I N Score Masters Score Masters
LN -
16 27 12,63, 37.0¢ 25 10.80 36.0 I -1.83 -1.0 °*
) 17 28 15.29 64.3 27 14.93 74.1 - .3f 9.8
18 24 11.87 41.7 30 12,33 40.0 .46 -1.7
19 28 12.39 46.4 .} 29 12.86 _ 48.3 .47 1.9
. . 4
. 20 27 12.33°° 40.7 29 13.45 58.6 1.12 17.9
¥ “"AVERAGE 12.90 46.0 12.87 51.4 - .03 5.4
LOW 11.87 37.0 10.80 36.0 -1.'83 - 1.7
RANGE - :
HIGH 15.29 64.3 14.93 74.1 1.12 17.9
Test Cl3--Book Skills
Number of Items - 10
. Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
a) N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
A\
— <
. -16 27 3.63 3.7 25 3.64 4.0 .01 .3
) 17 28 4 5.93 2.1 27 6.48 44 .4 .55 12.3
18 24 3.50 4.2 30 6.00 16.7 2.50 12.5
19 28 4.39 14.3 29 6.79 55.2 2.40 '40.9
20 27 3.93 .0 29 3.45 3.4 - .48 3.4
)
AVERAGE 4.28 10.9 5.27 24.7 . .99 13.8
LOW 3.50 .0 3.45 3.4 - .48 .3
RANGE Py .
HIGH 5.93 32.1 6.79 55.2 2.50 40.9
LY
R %
‘ ¢
Q . -,
ERIC ituvy
i oo enc . \.
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RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test Cl8--Ideas:

A

GRADE 3

Number - of Items - 10

Sequential Order

153

¢

~
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972573 Change
School Raw Percent ‘ Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
s .
16 27 4,30 22.2 25 " 4,68 24,0 .3é - 1.8
17 28 . 7.50 64.3 27 6.78 55.6 -’.72 - - 8.7
18 24 4.75 25.0 0 6.70 60.0 1.95 35.0
19 28 5.96 42.9 29 6.62 62.1 .66 19.2
20 27 6.56 59.3 29 6.52 55.2 - .04 - 4.1
AVERAGE 5.81 42.7 6.26 51.4 .45 " 8.7
LOW 4.30 22.2 4.68 24.0 - .72 - 8.7
. RANGE : .
HIGH 7.50 64.3 R 6.78 62.1 1.95 35.0
. GRADE 4
Test Cl3--Book Skills
Number of Items - 10
C
SEring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
. 4 .
16 26 4.69 11.5 27 6.07 33.3 1.38 21.8
17 28 5.75 25.0 27 7.30 63,0 1.55 38.0
18 28 5.68 35.7 30 8.47 73.3 2.79 37.6
19 28 6.36 " 35.7 29 6.41 i31.0 .05 - 4.7
20 27 6.93 51.9 30 6.50 36.7 - .43 -15.2
AVERAGE 5.88 32.0 6.95 47.5 1.07 i5.5
LOW 4.69 11.5 6.07 31.0 - .43 -15.2
RANGE - . .
HIG% 6.93 51.9 8.47 73.3 2,79 38.0
2 ) ' Paad
o vl
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GRADE 4
RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test Dl7--Indexes

Number of Items - 12

P o
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
\School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
. N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 26 7.65 26.9 27 9.00 48,1 1.35 21.2
17 28 9.00 32.1 27 10.52 74.1 1.52 42.0
18 28 8.96 46.4 30 9.77 63.3 .81 16.9
7
-\ 19 28 8.14 35.7 29 8.79 48.3 .65 12.6 7
e
- 20 27 7.78 29.6 30 9.90 66,7 2.12 37.1
AVERAGE 8.31- 34.1 9.60 60.1 1.29 26,0
LOW 7.65 26.9 ’ 8.79 48.1 .65 12.6
RANGE
HIGH 9.00 46.4 - 10.52 74.1 2.12 42.0
Test D24~-Selects Relevant Materials
Number of Items =~ 24
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School - Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N chzp Masters Score Masters
16 26 13.62° 15.4 27 - 14.96 14.8 1.34 - .6
17 28 ’ 20.07 71.4 27 19.37 59.3 - .70 -12.1
18 28 17.43 32.1 30 21.20 76.7 3.77 44.6
19 28 17.32 53.6 29 17.31 37.9 - .01 -15.7
) . 20 27 18.11 33.3 30 ,-17.97 50.0 - .14 16.7
AVERAGE 1]{31 41.2' 18.16 47.7 .85 6.5
LOW 13?32 15.4 14.96 14.8 - .70 ., -15.7
RANGE .
HIGH 20.07 71.4 21.20 76.7 3.77 44.6
° %
Q N
ERIC 1 ’
s rovieiv, e 1\}&! ‘
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GRADE 5

RAW S?ORE MEANS AND EQBCENT MASTERS

Test Dl12--Alphabetizegs

° Number of'Items - 18 |

Spring, 1972

v

Spring, 1973

. 155

1972-73 Change

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a

School Raw ~ Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score ,Masters
16" | 27 ﬁ4.93 70.4 26 14.96 65.4 | .03 - 5.0
17 28 16.46 92.9 25 17.00 96.0 .54 3.1
is 25 16.24 92.0 30 17.03 _ 100.90 .79 8.0
19 29 14.00 58 (%6 32 16.03 87.5 2.03 28.9
20 29 13.62 62.1 30 16.10 83.3 2.48 21.2
AVERAGE 15.05 75.2 16.22 86.4 1.17 11.2
LOW 13.62 58.6 14.96 65.4 .03 - 5.0
RANGE
HIGH 16.46 92.9 17.03 100.0 2.48 28.9
» ')"J .o
Test Dl5--Table of Contents
Number of Items - 12
Spring,- 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters |N Score Masters Score Masters
16 27 7.74 18.5 26 5.77 11.5 -1.97 - 7.0
17 28 8.21 35.7 25 9.04 40.0 .83 4.3
18 25 8.24 36.0 30 9.13 33.3 89 o= 2.7
i9 29 8.69 34.5 3d 8.47 . 37.5 - .22 3.0
20 .29 3.93 27.6 30 7.57 10.0 - .36 -17.6
AVERAGE 8.16 30.5 8.00 26.5 - .16 - 4.0
/
» LOW 7.74 18.5 5.77 10.0 ‘ -1.97 -17.6
RANGE .
HIGH 8.69 36.0 9.13 40.0 .89 4.3
- 4
4 ’ A ‘
, Y 03
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GRADE 5

.RAW.SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

Test D22--Headings & Subheadings °

»
Number of Items - 12

Spring, 1972 °

Sspring, 1973

&
e

i

1972-73 Change

e s
School|] - Raw Pextept . Raw Percent | Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score * Masters Score Masters
< »
16 27 8.04 ' 37.0° *f 26 7.27 30.8 ’ - .77 - 6.2
17 28 7.93 42.9 47125 8.28 40.0 .35 -25
}8 ﬁ? 8.56 36.0 30 8.20 33.3 - .36 - 2.7
ok, o )
19 29 7.34 24.1 T 32 8.34 37.5 ”»- 1.00 13.4
f( '
L7R0 28 7.17 20.7 30 8.53 46.7 1.36 26.0
' &
AVERAGE 7.81 32.1 ° 8.12 = 37.7 .31 5.6
LOW 7.17 20.7 7.27 30.8 - .77 - 6.2*
\(‘R.ANGE . ~ 19
_| HIGH 8.56 42.9 8.53 46.7 1.36 £26.0
Test D25--Checks Facts
~— " .
Number of Items -~ 14
Spring, 1972 spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters | Score Masters
16 24 6.00 8.3 27 8.04 14.8 2.04 6.5
17 27 8.26 25.9 26 6.77 19.2 -1.49 - 6.7
18" 27 5.11 .0 26 9.73 53.8 4.62 53.8
19 27 6.63 22.2 27 9.30 29.6 2.67 7.4
20 27 4.93 7.4 30 7.13 13.3 2.20 5.9
el = ‘
" AVERAGE 6.19 12.8 8.19 26.1 2.00 13.3
LOW 4.93 .0 6.77 13,3 -1.49 -.6.7
RANGE >
HIGH 8.26 25.9 . 9.73 + 53.8 4.62 53,8
N * y p
’ , '
. idJ g
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-+ - ] GRADE 6
. L s N ’
: v RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS
> 0 . Test £12--Alphabetizes
_ Number of Items - 18 ’ \
2 - M *
v Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1%¥2-73"Change
L3 " / . ‘ ) - b ! . “
*  School : Raw « Percent | | Raw " Percent Raw Percent
. I'N * Score Masters | N .Score Mastess | Score Masters .
L PR 4 - - .
——— - . ¥
16 26 15.96 .  80.8 28 15.68 Tig 4 -+.28 - 9.4 -
SN 17 26 16.15 84.6 26 16.96 92.3 81 . 7.7
LY -
8 < 18 |22 16.18 86.4 * {30 * 17,17 96.7.. J9¢ . 10.3 .
.. b A . i ; .
co2. 19 " 20 16.15 90.0 |29 16.88 89.7 .71 -,.3
-, .o . .
20 27 16.52 92.6 30 17.17 - 93.3 .65 .7 .
- _ N
j L% ¥ ¥ N
AVERAGE  ° 16.19 86.9 16.77 88,7 ~ .58 l.8, ., .
. SE L
( "LOW  15.96 80.8 15.68 71.4 - .28 = 9.4 a7
RANGE t ,b . .. ., . .
HIGH 16.52 92.6 . 17.17 56.7 .99 18.3 .
. ) " - . ® “ R
. “ Test D12--Alphabetizes - ’ ) )
. ) - .y
e Number of Items - 18 L jj-:" -
’ «%’ . . ' :
. Sprimg, 1972 spring, 1973 1972-73 Change .
B [P M 3 \-‘ :. *
School Raw( Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
JN Sccn;q . Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
o -
' 16 ‘|26  14.54 76.9 |28  15.61 85.7 1.07 8.8
’ ~ . N -
17 26 * Y6.31 84.6 26 17.04 96.2 .73 11.6
is | ¥ 1618 955 [30 1690 938 72 - 2.2 ,
- 4
19 20 16.40 ~ 85.0 29 16.72 93 .32 8.1
- - ’. ! ‘ - Al
20 27 15.85 74.1 30 17.13 96.7 1.28 22.6 .
{
n‘i L . -
AVERAGE 15.86 83.2 « ° 16.68 93.0- .82 9.8 Q
© [ LoWw 14.54 . 741 15.61 85.7 .32 - 2.2
RANGE .
HIGH 16.40 95.5 17.13 96.7 1.28 22.6
' [ ) . .
' & . -
, » L. .
Ay ’/.
[ * ,
~ C‘ ’
0 .° . iu) ' el
ERIC - ,
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: ) GRADE 6 - - ’ . ~ .
— RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS o
. // A . "r
Test D13--Guide Words
. Nu‘mber of Items - 16, B
v * . .‘I . v 7
. . ‘ Spring, 1972 . Spring, 1973 19%2-73 Change
— School Raw ‘Percent Raw Percent | Raw Percent
' N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters -
16 27 9.30 44.4 )25 12.20 . 48.0 *2.90. 3.6 .
. .‘ L . [
17 25 11.48 52.0 29* 13.72 75.9 v 2,24 . 23.9
18 |30 13.73  73.3 |29  13.45 75.9 - .28 2.6
* 19 16 12.7%. 75.0 27 13.44 °70.4" © .69 ~-4,6
* ",‘20 28 _12.‘07 ' 60.7 .29 ° 12.28 55.2 .21 - 5.5 )
"' AVERAGE - 11.87 61.1 13.02 65.1 . 1.15 4.6
. LOW 9130 44.4 12,20 48,0 - .28 -.5.5
_RANGE : .
< HIGH 43.73 75.0: 13.72 75.9 2.90 23.9
- * /
Test E9--Alphabetizes . . .
» ' - ’ Hd - -
) Nu:ltberf of Items - 14 . :
L - i » - s . l[’ " .
SEring, 1972 SEringl 1973. . 1972-73 change ’
School || °  ‘Raw Percent , Raw - percent’] Raw Percent
N Score Masters N@ Score Masteré | Score asters
16 26 9.23 ., 38.5 28 9.43 - 5/7.1 .20 18.6 N
) 17 |26 1032 65.4 |26  12.46  /84.6 1.54 "19.2
- . Ve .
18 |22 1ok se.1 4|30 11.50 7343 1.36 1472
19 20 1120 70.0° 29 79.3 1.25 9.3
“ “~ 20 |27 10.04 55.6 |30 63.3 1.26 7.7
e - : F - o~
AVERAGHr 10.31 57.7 71.5 1:12 13.8
b -
- y 7. LOW , 9.23. 38.5 9.43 57.1 20 7.7
RANGE . . )
HIGH 110 70.0 12.46 84.6 1.54 19_.2
. - * ~
. -
N .
s ) »
. . ’ . )
Q . N . &% Ja
' e ivv
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GRADE 6

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

. Test ElO--Ghide Words
¥

Number of Items - 16

Spring, 1973

159

1972-73 Chage

.

School Raw Percent } Raw 1 Percent
N Score Masters Score Masters
16 27 9.00 - 24.0 1.07 1.8
17 25 10.55 41.4 - .09 1.4
- L 4
18 30 12.31 58.6 1.01 11.49
19 16 11.81 50.0 27 11.26 48.1 - .55 - 1.9
93 .
20 28 10.11 35.7 29 10.55 34.5 .44, - 1.2
_ . . .
AVERAGE 10.36 38.9 10.73 41.3 .37 2.4
LOW 7.93 22.2 9.00 24.0 - .55 -1.9
. RANGE o . L
- HIGH 11.81 50.0 12031 58.6 1.07 11.9
. e .
* Test E}4-;Library . -
- Number of Items - 18
Spring, 1972 Spring, 4973 1972-73 Change
School . Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
, N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters
16 27 5.74 0 25 '7.00 0 1.26 0
17 25 7.16 > .0 29 9.41 0 2.25 0
18 30 - 5.57 0 29 7.55 13.8 1.98 13.8
& = . \
19 lf 9.19 18.8 27 7.48 3.7 -1.71 -15.1
20 28 7.75 7.1 29 . 6.79 .0 f - .96 - 21
[3 v -
AVERAGE 7.08 5.2 7.65 - 3.5 +57 - 1.7
LOW 5.57 0 6,79 0 -1.71 -15.1
RANGE
* HIGH 9.19 18.8 9.41 ~13.8 2.25 13.8
% .1
A I

g
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RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS

—:——}1
Test El9--Specialized References
» —p ‘

Spring, 1972

-

GRADE 6

Number of Items - 16

Sgring, 1973

" 1972-73 Change.

School Raw Percent Raw Percent Raw Percent
N Score Masters | N Score Masters Score Masters .
! ) . ’ . ]
16 27 6.96 7.4 28" 8.08 11.5 1.12 4.1
17 | 25 7.88 8.0 |27 8.78 1 .90 3.1
i8 27 7.44 3.7 30 12.23 1 50,0 4.79 46.3
- 19 18 9.67 16.7 26 8.73 11.5 - .94 -5.2%
20 |28  8.32 7.1 | 30 8.60 16.7 .28 9.6
AVERAGE 8.05 -~ 8.6 9.28, 20.2 1.23 11.6
LOW  6.96 3.7 . 8.08 11.1 - .94 - 5.2
RANGE *
HIGH 9.67 16.7 12.23 50.0 4.79 46.3
-«
[ . -
. - . X )
» - 1.
1
. - /
? “ h /
. - /
° L3
Q
Wiiﬁﬁﬂ ’ "icd




APPENDIX 1

Comparative Performance on Program-Embedded Achievement

Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance at or

above Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73

*
h
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-

N
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Test B10——Wraitten Directions

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Number of Items-15

GRADE 1

163

[

Test Bl6é--Classifies Ideas

Number of Items-13

School Spring + Spring 1972-73 Spring Spring 1972-73
- 1972 1973 Change _1972 1973 Cha
< N RS* ™ N RS ™ RS ™ N RS ™ N RS ™ RS
1 30 12.03 70.0| 30 11.23 60.0| -.80 =10.0} 30 12.07. 80.0} 30 11.63 83.3{ -.44 3.3 -
2 30 11.23 56.7124 8.87 41.7)-2.36 -15’.0 30 11.13 66.7] 24 10.33 66.7| -.80 0.0
3 22 9.95 54.5119 12.74 78.9| 2.79 2.4 .22 11.05 68.2119 10.11 57.9] =-.94 -10.3
4 . 27 12.07 66.7}28 13.25 85.7{ 1.18 19.0] 27 11.81 88.9| 28 12.43 100.0 .62 11.1
6 28 12.00 78.6}25 13.88 '92.0| 1.88 13.4]| 28 9.86 60.7}25 11.44 72.0| 1.58 11.3
7 28 10.89 57.1)30 ‘9.77 53{3 -1.12  -3.81 28 12.25 89.3130 1®63 86.7| -.62 -2.6
8 29 12.90 69.‘0 23 12.13 69.6} -.77 - 0.6} 29 12.41 93.1]23 11.00 78.3|-1.41 -14.8
9 29 13.28 82.8 30. 14.07 90.(') .79 7.21 29 12.07 89.7{30 12.13 93.3 .06 3.6
10 26 12.19 61.5 30 11.63 70.0| -.56 8.5f 26 10.9%6 73.1 30 12.00 86.7 1 1.G4 13.6
11 28 11.93 64.3 130 14.07 93.3| 2.14 29.0} 28 11.32 75.0 |30 12.53 96.7} 1.21 21.7
12 28 10.29 53.6 (27 12.48 70.4} 2.19 16.8] 28 10.18 53.6 |27 11.44 77.8| 1.26 24.2
13 29 12.62 79.3 |30 12.10 70.0 -.52 -9.3129 11.93 82.8{30 10.20 63.3|-1.73 =19.5
15 26 14.15 88.5 |30 14.20 96,7 .05 8.2 26~ 12.54 96.2 (30 12.50 96.7 | -.04 -0.5
21 | (25 13.68 88.0 {30 12.43 76.7 [=-1.25 -11,3] 25 11.96 84.0(30.11.77 ,90,0 -.19 6.0
22 30 12.83 76.7 |29 11.93 65.5] -.90 -11.2] 30 li.SO 76.7 129 12.00 86.2 .50 9'5~
23 27 8,30 37.0 |33 13.18 84.8 | 4.88 47.8] 27 11.70 85.2 |33 12.18 87.9 48 2.7
32 31 14.71 100.0 {37 1862 97.3 -.09 -2.7§31 11.74 77.4 {37 12.54 94.6 .80 17.2
AVERAGE 12.06 69.7 12.50 76.2 A 6.6 11.56 48.9 11.64 83.4 .08 4.5
LowW 8.30 37.0 8.87 41.7 -2.36 -15.0 9.8 53.6 10.11 57.9 =1.73 -19.5
RANGE
HIGH 14.71 100.0 ‘14.62 97.3  4.88 47.8 12.54 9.2 12.54 100.0 1.58 24.2 -
*Raw Scores . .
.
&
\ i ~
. 3
[
0 17

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Grade 1

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

. Test Cl9-—-Judgments & Conclusions
. Number of It-12

School Spring Spring - 1972-73
\ 1972 _ 1973 Change
N R5* ™ N RS ™ RS ™
1 30 10.03 73.3 30 S 973 50.0 -.30 -23.3
2 ‘éf-ﬁo 9.87 60.0 2 9.17 4.7 | -.70 Mg
3 22 " 9.73 54.5 19 9.84 63.2 .11 8.7
4 27 9.93 63.0 l 28 10.71 78.6 .78 15.6
6 28 8.71 46.4 5, . 9.68 60.0 .97 13.6
7 28 10.54 89.3 30 10.07 63.3 -4 -26.0
8 29 10.48 72.4 23 9.17 30.4 | -1.31 -42.0
9 29 10.28 69.0 30 9.47 46.7 -.81 -22.3
10 26 +9.50 46.2 30 10.07 63.3 .57 17.1
11 28 9.68 46.4 30 9.77 60.0 .09 13.6
12 _28 9.93 64.3 27 10.37 63.0 A4 =13
13 29 10.10 75.9 30 © 9.43 53.3 -.67 ©  -22.6
15 26 10.42 84.6 30 10.17 60N -.25 -24.6
21 25 10.20 60.0 30 " 9.47 46.7 : -.73 -13.3
22 30 10.10 60.0 29 10.52 79.3 .42 19.3
23 27 9.67 48.1 33 10.06 s71.6 | .39 9.5
32 31 10.10 61.3 37 10.62 89.1 .52 19.8
1 ~>
AVERAGE : 9.96 63.2 - . 9.90 58.7 -.06 -4.5
LOW 8.71 ‘ 46.2 9.17 30.4  -1.31 -42.0
. RANGE .
HIGH - 10.54 89.3 10.71 81.1 .97 19.8
*Raw Scores .w’
7 B \“.' ta o
/




165

GRADE 2
® Raw Score Kelalns and Percent Masters
L .
Test ClZ—-Alp&abetizép) Test Cl13--Book Skills
Number of Itéms-18 Number of Items-10
School -~ Spring Spring 1972-73 Spring Spring 1972-73
1972 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
N Ro¥ D[N RS ™| RS ™M [N RS ™ I8 KS ] —
1 27 . 34.63 66.71 30 14.37 70.0{ -.26 3.3§27 6.37 29.6|30 6.00 33.3] -.37 3.7
2 26 13.38 57.7}25 14.08 56.0 .70 -1.7F726 5.00 3.8}25 6.08 16.0] 1.08 12.2
- 3 17 13.29 52.5{23 13.30 56.5 .01 3,617 4.94 17.6]23 4.74 13.0] -.20 -4.6
4 27 15.07 66.7119 16.47 89.5] 1.40 22.8} 27 6.07 29.6}119 6.37 31.6 .30 2.0
6 19 12.42 52.6[36 13.75 58.3] 1.33 5.70 19 3.05 5.3{36 6.94 41.7} 3.89 36.4
7 30 13.43 50.0 |30 13.17 40.0] -.26 -10.0{ 30 5.73 26.7 {30 5.83 23.3 .10 -3.¢4
8 29 11.03 31.6"26 12.96 53.8] 1.93 22.8}29 5.48 20.7}26 5.19 19.2]-.29 -l1.5
9 28 14.64 "64.3 131 14.13 58.11 -.51 -6.2} 28 6.04 "32.1 {31 5.26 19.4f -.78 -12.7
10 28, 15.89 78.6 {30 13.83 53.3|-2.06 -25.3{ 28 6.74 46.4 130 6.00 36.7}-.79 -9.7
11 28 16.46 89.3 |24 15.58 75.0| -.88 -14.3) 28 8.18 64.3 |24 7.17 50.0f1.01 -14.3
12 26 14.00 57.7 |16 14.62 75.0 .62 17.§ 26 4.85 11.5 116 A6.00 31.3] 1.15=19.8
- 13 28 14.07 64.3 (29 13.07° 55:2 -1.00 }9.1] 28 6.61 39.3 129 5.62 24.1]-.99-15.2
15 20 14.25 55.0 (21 15.19é 71.4 9« 16.41 30 5.50 35.0 |21 6.76 57.1]1.26 22.1
.21 29 15.41 75.9 |30 14.37 66.7}1.046 -9.2029 6.86 44.8 |30 6.87 46.7 .01 1.9
. 22 31 14.45 58.1 {24 15.87«79.2] 1.42 21.1} 31 S.él 22.6 (26 7.79 62.5 1%@
23 21 12.67 47.6 |32 13.47 50.0 .80 2.4121 4.86 4.8 {32 4.44 6.3)-.42 1.5
32 29 12.72 41.4 |20 1?4%5 75.01 2.73 33.6 | 29 7.3&4 55.2 {20 7.05 50.0}-.29 -5.2¢
AVERAGE - 13.99 59.4 14.33 53.4 .3 4.3 5.85 28.8 6.12 33.1 .27 4.3
Low 11.03 31.0 f2.96 40.0 -2.06 =-25.3, 3.05 3.8 6.44 6.3 -1.0% -15.2
RANGE )
i HIGH 16.46 89.3 16.47 89.5 2.73 33.6 8.18 64.3 7.79° 62.5 3.89 39.9
*Raw Scores

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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GRADE 2

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Test Cl8—Ideas: Sequential Order

Number of Items-10

*Raw Scores

1¢3

School Spring _Spring . 1972-73
1972 . 1973 Change

N RS* ™ N RS o RS ™

1 27 7.44 66.7 30 8.30 76.7 .86 +10.

2 26 7.77 65.4 25 6.52 48.0 -1.25 -17.

3 17 6.76 52.9. 23 8.52 87.0 1.76 34,

4 27 7.85 77.8 19 8.05 78.9 .20 1.

6 19 6.21 42.1 36 6.75 50.0 .54 7.

7 30 6.87 63.3 30 7.40 66.7 .53 3.

8 29 7.38 65.5 26 7.27 65.4 -1 -0.

9 28 8.89 89.3 31 7.35 58.1 -1.54 -31.

10 28 8.11 78.6 30 8.17 « 76.7 .06 -1.

11 28 9.25 92.9 24 9.33 100.0 .08 7.

12 26 7.27 65.4 16 7.37 68.8 .10 3.

13 28 7.57 71.4 29 8.17 79.3 .60 7.

15 20 7.65 70.0 21 8.38 81.0 .73 11.

21 29 ' 9.24 96.6 |- 30 7.63 66.7 -1.61 -29.

22 31 7.35 54.8 24 8.29 70.8 .94 16.

23 21 7.86 71.4 32 6.81 56.3 -1.05 -15.

32 29 8.76 79.3 20 8.70 85.0 -.06 5.

AVERAGE 7.78 70.8 7.82 71.5 06 0.

. LOW 6.21 42.1 6.52 48.0°  -1.61. -31.
RANGE

HIGH 9.25 96.6 T, 9.33 100.0 1.76 3.
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5 GRADE 3
Raw Score Means and Percent Masters ‘
’
' Te_s: Cl2~-Aiphabetaizes Test Di2--Alphabetizes

Number of Items-18 . Nurber of Items-18

School Spring Sgring 1972-73 Spring Spring

1972 » 1973 Change 1972 1973
J 13, RS M N RS ™ N

&
%

RS
1 29 14,21 58.&81 26 17\10 96.2 12,79 37.6} 29 14.31 72,41 26 15’.58 80.8

7
2 30 14.67 66.7 {29 14,76 69,3 .03 2,303 15,40 76,712% 14.55 72.4

3 %l 16,24 53.7116 15.81 21,3 -.43 -4.4) 21 15,81 76.211€¢ 15,50 €8,8
4 24 16,87 95.8 127 16,15 74,1 1-,72 -21,7]24% 15.€3 79,227 18.37 81l.5

o
'
®
—
o~
-~
w
-
N
w
)
e
ut
&
i
w
IS
an
n
w
Y
rS
o
bt
@
-
u
w
'ES
-
-
w
—
«)
'
&
w,
s
~
v
¢

- t 9z zi oz e PO - o - < -
27 15,78 Bi.: !;- 15.8¢C £.7 2 -4, |27 15,82 77,333 15.4. 33.0
2 27 15,44 77.8 27 13,33 7. 43 =7.41 27 Le€.%7 TT.8127 13,€1 74,1
3 L300 18.8% 2T.C 0 37 17,37 Lot .94 0.0 3T e T o2y 0130 13,70 81,32
'
.. - ‘e - - o= 5 - b - - o~ = . - -
b 3T It.it £EL7 3T 16,33 g, iiL4r zo,n )3t oisLiiootoualse 14,083 T30

il 37 15,37 73,2 1L I£.27 23,2 .83 lT.l 12 4,30 66,7 2% 13,1 82.¢
’ i g2.¢C
1] v '
[ sg - "o vz ome oag “ 1. . —c S
2 36 16.14 EE.1 28 3.7 £, 1-.42 7,3 )26 13 &4 S.T 128 l3.%5 TR.6
<4
12 28 13.34 7.4 2B I5.37 §7,% . .33 -3.3028 15,73 22,123 12,357 £53.6
i 12,35¢ 35
] 21 15,93 78,2 .2z 3.4 72,7 ;-.54 =3.5Q)2l l5,71 EBlL.312z 14,77 717.2
1 i
. - - 5 PP - t - -
2 37 15,1 £3.2 728 13,71 Ts.e . .34 lt.203c Is.32 85,5 28 14,%3 &L.7
N i H
1h eg oz ae = - - P N - - - -
22 30 16.37 Be,7 !25 15,9¢ 75,2 t-.81 -11, 7035 16,37 83,1 28 i4.73% £,
;
!
Sg oanm ~ e 19 n = &% - - - - N -~ = >
23 32 l£.47 3t.% (25 13,53 E3,3 ,-.34 -T.3 )3z ls.12 87,5027 15,71 76,3
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AVERAGE 15.62 Tg,C 15,99 85.2 .34 2.1 15.57 76,9 12,12 74,0
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Raw Score Means and

GRADE 3

Test D24-~Selects Relevant Mater:ials

Number of Items-24

Percent Masters

.

Test E9--Alphabetizes

Number of Items-14

[§)

School Sprang Spring 1972-73 Sprang Spring 1972-73
» 1972 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
N RS* sM [N RS tM | RS M | N RS M N RS ~ M
1 25 18.88 60.0] 25 19.56 64.0 .68 4.01 29 B.55 34.5' 26 B.50 34.6 -. 08 0.1
2 25 " 18.80 56.0| 24 18.67 53,3 -.13 2.3 30 7.43 30.0| 29 8.10 31.0 .67 1.0
. 3 22 20.27 72,7417 17.88 52,9}-2.39 -19.8} 21 10.05 23.8] 16 7.44 25,0} -2.61 1,2
. 4 23 20.30 65.2} 23 20.61 B2,6 .31 17.4} 24 B.B7 50.0] 27 9.07 25.9 .20 -}4.1
‘ 6 18 18.56 3B.9| 18 18,17 55.6] -.39 16,7} 18 8.33 22.2} 17 9,12 -47.1 .79 24,9
7 24 19.87 70.8. 25 -19.56 56.0! ~.31 ~14,8] 27 10.44 55.6} 30 9,13 50.0f-1.31 =-5.6
8 22 19.32 6B.2}22 17.64 45.5|-1.68 -42.7] 277 B.56 29.6} 27 7.44 25.9} -1.12 =-3.7
9 24 18.25 50.0|25 20.20 80.0f 1.95 30.0f 3 10.13 56.7(30 10.43 50.0 30 -6.,7
12 25 20.12 68.D |24 19.83 66.7) -.29 -1.3} 30 B.23 BGIZ 30 10.83 53.3 2.60 16.6
11 23 21.00 73.9125 20.64 76,0} -.36 2,1} 30 10.17 56.7|30 10.27 53.3 .10 -3.4
12 23 18.74 56.5}23 19.83 60'9. 1.09 4,41 36 B.25 41.7128 $.00 50.0 75 8.3
13 24 18.08 37.5}25 17.84 48,0f ~.24 10,5} 28 7.93 32.11}28 6,14 21.4-1.79 -10.7
15 19 20.63 73.7 |22 20.73 77.3 .10 3.6§ 21 10.43 52.4]22 9.27 40,94} -1.16 -11.5
21 24 20.37 €6.7 |24 20.00 66,7} -,37 c.0f 3¢ 9.29 43.3°'28 B.71 35.7 -.49 -7.6
22 23 19.83 65.2 |25 17.48 36.0}-2,35 -29.2} 30 \11.77 73.3 |28 8.61 32.1 | -3.16 -41.2
23 23 18B.52 78.3 2; 18.56 56,0} -.02 -28,3} 32 5.84 43.8 30 8.73 36.7 |-1.11 -7.1
32 22 21,36 72.7 25 20.88 88.0} -,43 15.3f 23 9.61 43,5127 10.52 63.0 .91 19.5
AVERAGE 19.58 £3.2 19.30 62.6 -.28 -C.6 9.28 42,7 B.30 39.8 A-.BB -2.9
LoW 18.08 37.5 17.48 36,0 -2,39 -29.2 7.43 22.2 6.14 21.4 =-3.16 -41.2
RANGE _
IGH 21.36 78.32 20.88 88.%5 1.95 32.% 11.77 73.3 16.83 63.0 2.60 24.9
*Raw Scores
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GRADE 4

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Test D13--Guide Words

Number ©of Items-16

" 169

—
A 4

Jap_—i

Number of Items-12

Test D22--Headings & Subheading®i,
i
,\
i

: 1
School Sprang Spraing 1972-73 Spring Spraing 1972-73
R 1972 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
LR A ¥ N RS ™ | RS ™M | N RS %M [N RS I T RS
1 27 13.81 81.5| 30 13,17 80.0] -.64 -1.5] 27 9.93 66.7 |30 9.70 56.7] -.23 -10.0
2 27 13.00 70.4} 28 12.14 60.7] -.86 -9.7}27 9.30 s59,3f28 9.50 S53.6f .20 ~-5.7
3 20 10.65 40.0} 24 10.33 37.5| -.32 -2,5}20 8.55 45.0|24 8.83 50.0f .28- 5.0
4, 33 12.58 69,7| 22 13.09 72.7 .51 3.0f33 8.79 51,522 . 9.86 72.7} 1.07 21.2
6 17 12.59 70.6{ 24 10.75 41.7|-1.84 -28.9)17 8.53 58.8 |24 8.25 45.8 -.28 -13.0
7. 25 12.40. 68.0| 30 13.43 73.3} 1.03 s5.3]25 8.76 60.0]30 8.80 50.0f .04 -10.0
8 29 13.62 q7923 29 14,38 86.2 .76 6.9129 9.72 72.4 (29 9.93 65.5 .21 -6.9
'
9 29 12.34 51.7| 29 12.69 65.5 .35 13.8}29 9.28 2.1 |29 9.93 82.8f .65 20.7
10 29 13.66 "72.4| 28 13.36 71.4| -.30 -1.,0]29 9.83 2.1 )28 9.93 57.1 .10 -5.0
11 29 13.90 82.8| 35 14,50 90.94-‘}bb" 7.2 29 9.83 75.9 [30 10.60 86.7] .77 10.8
12 38 11.42 47.4| 29 12,86 65,5| 1.44 18,1 33 B.24 36.8 {29 9.52 58.6| 1.28 21.8
13 29 13.10 72.4| 29 12.48 65.5| -.62 -6.9}29 j0.66 86.2 |29 9.52 62.1]-1.14 -24.1
13 20 11.65 45.0| 20 12.76 70.0{ 1.05 25.0]20 8.90 60.0 |20 9.40 55.0} .50 =5.0
21 - 29 13.21 75.9]29 13.24 65.,5[ .03 -10.4 |29 9.55 48,3 |29 10.38 72.4} .83 24.1
22 30 11.67 53.3(36 12,94 66.7] 1.27° 13.4|30 8.30 40.0 |36 9.78 61.1| 1.48 21.1
23 34 13.00 70,6133 14,18 81,8| 1,18 11.2}34 9.50 58,8 [33 10.30 69.7| .80 10.9
32 31 14.58 43.5|23 13.35 73.9|-1.23 -19.6 |31 10.58 83,9 |23 10.22 78.3[ -.36- -5.6
- .
AVERAGE 12.78 67.3 12.92 68.7 L14 1.4 9.31 60.5 9.67 63.4 .36 3.0
LOW  10.65 40.0 10,33 37.5 -1.84 -28.9 8.24 36.8 8.25 45.8 -1.14 -24.1
RANGE
HIGH 14.58 93.5 14.50 90.0 1.44 25.0 10.56 86.2 10.60 867 1.48 24,1
*Raw Scores
N
i
-
- ‘+ L
v 3
- o>
[
A
13
\ i
it U



O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

, 170
4 '
GRADE 4 )
Raw Score Means and Percent Masters
’
Test D25--Checks Facts Test E10--Guide Words
Number of Items-14 Number of Items-16
School Spring Spring 1972-73 Spring Spring 1972-73
1972 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
R RS% $M | N RS TM | RS IM [N RS IM I8 RS (L0 Lo
1 24 6.12 8.3 25 8,00 24.0 ‘1.88 15,7 ) 27 8.74 11,1 (30 12.30 70.0] 3,56 58.9
2 24 8.00 16.7] 22 9.91 31.,8] 1,91 15.1¢§27 9.63 22.2 |28 9.71 42.9 .08 20.7
3 20 8.40 15:0 24 8.21 20,8] -.19 5.8 0 7.70 15,0 | 24 T.96 12,5 .26 =2.5
4 ) 25 5.72 32,0 24 9.50 41,7 .78 9,7 ]3 8,61 21,2122 11.91 54.5] 3,30 33.3
6 18 7.22 16,71 22 9,55 40,9 2,33 24.2§17 10.18 41,2 |24 9,21 16.7] -.97 -24.5
7 P31 3.19 9.5‘ 25 9.80 32,0 1,61 22.5]25 8.;0 12,0 {30 10.20 33,3} 1.80 21.3
8 24 9.54 29,2} 23 10,52 43,5 .98 14,3123 10,52 37.9 (29 11.21 41.4 ‘ .69 3.5
9 1 2z 7.36 9.1} 24 8,92 29,2| 1.56 20,1 129 8.97 20,7-129 10.62 37.9} 1.6% 17,2
l% 25 10.00 44.01] 25 9.84 24,7 -,16 -20.0 |29 10.34 37:9 28 9,71 32.1} -.63 =-5.8
11 23 9.24 24,0|25 11,68 64,0] 2,44 40.0§29 ,16.90 41.4 |30 12,73 66,7] 1.83 25.3
12 25 6.356 16.01{ 25 9,16 36,07 2,60 20,C 138 8,79 21,1 129 9.55 34.5 76 13.4
13 23 10.00 47.8 1] 23 7.78 _8,7{-2,22 -39,1 §2% 1G.69 37,9 (29 8.38 27.6}-2.31 -10.3
1S 19 7.42 10.51 21 8,48 14,3] 1,06 3.8 ]2 7.60 ’10.0 2¢ 10.45 45,0 2.85 30.0
21 22 10,18 30.025 8,56 24,0)-1,62 -26.C | 29 10fgg’ 37,9 129 1:2.03 41{{ -.87 3.5
22 23 9.26 30,4 25 9,40 45?0 .14 9.6, 130 ;.30 30,0 |[3¢ 9.28, 19.4} -.02 -19.6
23 22 9.55 49.9 125 11.04 52,04 1,49 11,1] 34 10.73 29.4 133 13,93 ‘63.6] 2,32 34.2
32 32 11.41 62,5124 12,42 66,7) 1,01 4.2 131 11,19 41,9 (23 11,43 3;.8 .24 -7.1
» |
T
AVERAGE 8.66 27,2 9.37 34.9 .91 7.7 9.60 27.6 15,45 39.4 .82 11.8
LOW 6.12 8,3 7.78 8,7 =-2,22 -39.1 7.€0 10.0 7.96 12,5 -2.31 -24.5
RANGE
HIGH 11.41 62,5 12,42 66,7 2.60 42,0 11.19 41.9 13,03 70,0 3.56, 58.9
*Raw Scores
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GRADE 5

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

.
Test E19--Specialized References Test E23--Outlining
Number of Items-16 Number of Items-12
a -
i . -
School Sgring Sprinag 1972-73 Spring Spring 1972-73
1972 . 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
N RS* M N RS M RS L N RS M N4 RS M RS M
L 21 11.33 & .6}23 10.74 34.8f -.59 -12,8}27 7.59 25.9130 ©,53 63.3} 1,94 37.4
2 21 $.95 3.3 124 15.25 41.7 30 8,4129 7.83 31,0 (25 8.36 52.05{ .53 ;%1.0
» ‘v
3 30 3,97 26.7 124 10.96 33.3 .99 6.6¢29 8,41 37,9 |23 8,48 47.8 07, 9.9
A v
4 21 12.71 33.3)24 11.12 41.7 41 8.4 '6 8,06 33,3131 8,19 35.5 .13 2,2
& 21 l1Z.7I 33,31 23.16.78 2¢ iy .07 -7.2|24 8.04 50,021 7.48 28.6| -.56 -21.4
7 25 1147 g4, 231132 an.® .12 3,828 8,32 35,7128 9.14 53.6 82 17.9
|
2 22 17,77 3% 4025 12.64 56.001,87 19,6129 7.52 34.3 |27 8.48 33.3 96 ~-1.,2
+
z 21 I1.TL 3.3 424 12,75 62.5) 2 w4 Zzw.2 |38 8.03 44.7 |30 8,40 36.7 37 -8,0
i0 23 12,25 31,2 2% 12.23 &4.0| %02 1l,3)2e 7.354 34.6 130 8,63 '50.0) 1,09 15.4
3
.t 22 . $3.3 124 14,46 87.3) 2017 33,226 9.08 61,5 |30 10,33 66.7§ 1.25 5.2
! L PN B
iz 23 .C.71 45,3 :24 10,2 35,8 -.ﬁ% ~eol3s 8,09 45,729 7,38 37,9 -.71 ~-7.8
i ] yr%_
13 24 2062 33,3 42° 5,85 24,7, Lo,y b3 7,33 36,7 |26 7.38 34,6 05 -2.1
| %) i :
13 13 1T.88 2805 iz: 3.55 a2.30-1.18 g7 lzo s.95 =3.o {19 7.95 47.4(-1.00 -7.6
2z 24 F.83 533.x 24 1.7 12,3 54 -20,44027 €,72 11, [29 8,52 44.8; 1.82 33,7
2z 24 10038 21.3F LT ll.i4 s2.7 65 18,7126 £.77 40,0730 8 30 33,31 -.490 -€.7
o 2o Z.ELEILL Zro l2.8l0 39,1 1 -3,8 131 3.50 sl.6 [31 8,9C S51.6| -.10 0.0
iz 25 Ll.E§ F4LL T 13,53 71,3 £2 o3 {29 #.31 44.8 |33 9.73 66,7, 1.42 21.9
w » j —
ALSrE P 1 11,58 47 = , 36 £.% 8.%9 39.6 8,54- 46.1 .45 6.5
oW 3.€2 26.3 3.57 12,5 ~i,u =208 €.77 11.1 7.38 28,6 -1.00 -21.4
PANGE .
HiGn :12.52 £5.0 14,96 B7.5 2.1 33.7 .08 €1.5 , 10.33 66,7 1.94 37.4
*Paw ScoOTes
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R Raw Score Means and Percent Masters . ® s
B L4 . '
e . \
. ~ - . . )
T A Test E25--Infers to Gendralize - Test Fl4--Dictionary: Pronunciation .
. -~ . . . .
v . Number of Items-14 Number of Items-12 )
’ v
. e /’ o -
School Spring’ * spring 1972-73 »  Spring Spring 1972-73 . )
) 21972 ¢ 1973 Change 1972 1973 ¢ Chanfje
- N RS* M ‘[N RS M | RS Wy [N RS tM N RS M | HS M .
- 1 .| 27 8.33 18.5( 30 10.13 30.0| 1.80 *?1.5]27 7.37 33.3[ 30 B.20 #%.7| .83 13.4
7 <
2 29 §.31 '20.7 25 9.84°36.0| 1,43 15,3)] 29 6.69 24,1{ 25 8,56 44.0 1.8% 19,9 -
3 29. 8,17 17.2]23 8.87 21.7 .7‘0 4,51 29 8.2 31.071 23 8.83 43,54 .31 12,5
’ ’ 4 “36 ., 9.47 0.6 31 9.87 45.2| .40 14.6]36 7.67 38.9| 31 7.48 25.8|-.19 -13,1
L . . - .t
6 24 8.33 20.8|21 8.67 23.8| 34 3,0124 8,75 45.8} 21 7,57 42,9[1.18 =-2.9
. L7 28 9.82 28.6 | 2§ 9.57 35.7}1-.254 7.1} 28 6.96 32,1} 28 7.93 32,1 .97 0.0 «
. [ .3
. 8 29 8.0% 6.9)27 10.19 37.0}2.12 30,1}29 6,17 24.1|27 7,52 29.6}1.35 5.5
7 ‘ N . . -
9 38 9.24 39.5)30 ,9.30 30.0] .06 =-9.5] 38 7.42 31.6} 30 8.}7 36.7 .75 S.1
.. - - - - . °
P 1d - 26 .9.58 26,9 |30. 9.70 36,7 12 9.8126 ,8.19 38,5} 30 8,43 43,3 .24 4.8 y.
) .11 26 10.23 ,42.3 130 11.60 60.0|1.37 17.7]26 7.73 34.6| 30 10,03 76.772.30 721 -
» °, T .
12 35t 9,11 22,9} 29 8,72 27.6|-.39 -4,7135 B.26 45,729 7.86 41.4“-.40' ~4,3 . . .
13 30 8.67 26.7]26 9.04 23,1 %37 -3.6]|30 7.13 33.3|26 .81 23.1|-.32 -10.2
' g . -
! 15 , {\20- 10,20 30.0 {19 9.32 21,1 -88 -8.9 20 8.75.55.0)19 8.84 63.2 [ .09, #%8.2
- . - * >‘-w -:!
21 27  8.56 22.2 129, 9,41 20.7| .85 -1.,5]27 7.22 40.7 |29 8.62 41,4 1.40° 0.7
, .
22 3¢ 9.03 13,3 |30 8447 "13.3 |-.56  0.0)30 8.80 56.7]30 93,03 55.1 ~23 0,0
L] . - ' . X >
! 23 31 10.23 45.2 {31 9,35 35.5|-.88 =~9,7)31 8,52 '48,4{31 -8.00 32.3 |~.52 -16.1 s ,
- " 32~ 29 10.45 31.0 |30 10.10°°36.7 |-.35 5.7129 9.03 58.2}130 9.63 66,7 .60 11.5
- AVERACE - 9,17 26.1 9.54 31.4 .37 5.3 7.83 39.4 8.32 Y43.9 .49 4.5 : '
p N ) . ‘ M |
- ., LOW- g.07" 6.9 8,47 13,3 -.88 =~9.7 6.17 24,1 6.81 23,1 -1,18 =-16,1 ' R
. RANGE . R C.
. ’ HIGH 10,45 45.2 11.60 $0,0 2,12 30.1 9.03: 56,7 10,03 66,7 2,30 42,1
*Raw Scores g : .
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v GRADE 6 ) ©,
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- Raw Sgore Means and Percent Masters
i Test Ell--Card Catalog Test-Ll4--Library *
Number of Items-16 . Number of Items-18
-
N . . ' N .
T, Spring Sp 1972-73 Spring / ’ Spring, 1972-73 -
1972 1973 Change 72 ] 1973 €hange
N RS* ™M N RS M RS M N M N .RS . M |- }is M ~
1. 23 13,96 73.9 |27 12.83 6€3.0| -1,117-10,9] 23 10.48 13.0] 24 11.67 29.2] 1.19 16.2
2 29 '13.17 75.‘9/'28 12.54 64.3 -.63 -11,6] 28 12.18 28.6| 27 11.37 -22.2| -.81 -6.4
3 21 11.48 52.4 |33 12.64 51.5 1.16 =-0.9]19 12.74 42.1} 34 12,82 26.5 .08 .~15.6
Y
3 '
4 20 11,20 40.0 {19 13.53 78.9 2.33 38.9] 18 9.06 I1.1| 18 13,61 61.1f 4.55 50.0
6 30 11.83 50.0 {19 11.5? 52.6 -.30 2.6 128 10.21 28.6| 19 11.00 2k1|e 79 -7.5
¢ 7 30 11.30 46.7 |30 12.97 63.3 1.67 16.6 | 25 8.76 0.0} 30 11.8; 36.7] 3.07 36.7 :
s 8 - 58 +12.07 57.1 }23 12.52- 56.5 .45 -0.6 |32 11.41 21.9) 29 12.48 ®24.1} 1.07 2.2
9 28 12.57 64.3 |22 12,23 59.1 -.34 5,227 13.37 40.7} 19 13.68 36.8 31 -3.9
10 30 -10.67 26.7 {28 13,93 85.7 3.26 5%.0] 29 $.00 6.9] 2% 10,52 17.2y 1.52 1Q.3
: , 1r 29 13.03 62,1 {30 13.67 70.0‘ .64 7.9.‘ 26 12,08 34,6} 30 15.23 70.0f 3.15 35.4
P > vt
g 12 - 18 .12.72 50.0 |21 11.29 47.6 —1.4‘3 -2.4118 11.44 16.7] 1% 10.89 10.5] -.55 »~6.2
< * N
13 v 30 12.40 63.3 |29 11.10 414 -1.30 -21.9}30 12.53 43,326 11.08 19.2[-1.45 -24.1,
- . =
15 » 18 11.39 44.4 {23 11.87 56.5 .48 12,1]18 9,83 22,223 12.57 30.4] 2.74. 8.2
. 21 29 11.21 41.4 [29 13.41 72.4 2,20 31,0 24 8.46 8,330 10.43 6.7, 1,93 ;1.6
22, 27 12.96 59.3 |27 12,85 74,1 -.11 14.8§ 28 9.96 14,3 28 13.57 "42.9 gsl 28.6
s 23 - e .- —— T ———
- « voe v . .
’ ©32 28 12.82 50.0 |33 13.12 66.7 ,+30 16.7] 26 12.42 26,933 12.48 27.3 .06 0.4
. N ,
1 ‘ ¢
{ / AVERAGE 12,17 50.4 12.63 59.0 .46 8.6 10.87 21.1 12.20 28.3 1.33 7.2
c T fow 10.67 26.7 11:10 41.4 -1.43 -21.9 8.46 0.0 10.43 6,7 -1.45 ~24.1 .
RANG '& R -
~ ,*|HIGH 13.96 75.9 13,93 85.7 3.26 59.0 ;.37 43,3 15,23 70.0 4.55 050'0
-*Raw Scores . . )
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GRADE é_\/ -
RW& Score Means and Pegcent Masters ‘
r ’ \_ ‘: . *
Test F1D--Card Catalog Test F}3--Library
- Number of Items-16 Number of Itéms-ZO'
£
School Spring ' Spring 1972-73° Spring Spring 1972-73
‘ 1972 1973 Change 1972 1973 Change
* N RS* M N RS M RS ™M N RS M N RS M RS ., M
L3 .
1 23 12.74 56.5{27 12.33 55,6 -.41 ~-0.9§23 17.04 69.6| 24 16.33 66,7 ~.71 ~2.9
.
2 ~29 12,10 62.1 {28 9.39 35.7-2,71 -26.4]28 16.57 75,027 15,22 66.71-1.35 =-8.3
- 3 21 9790 38.1 133 11.48 34.% 1,58 16.4 ,.19 15,53 73,7 |34 17.38 91,2} 1.85 1‘7.5
.- . -8
F 20. 16,35 40.0 {19 14.33 57,91 1,18 17.9)18 15,44 55,6 18 15.94 66.7 50 11.1
-~ »
6 30 %6.30 4C.2 119 12,47 3¢é.8 .17 =-3.2128 13,93 35,7419 lq3.26 36,8 -.67 1‘.1
- % [
7 36 18.07 39,0 |30 3.97 36.71 -,19 6.7 ] 25 17.1@ 30,0130 -16.47 73.3! -.69 =-6.7
3 28 11,58 53.€ {23 v1C.61 47.8‘:—1.07 -5, 232 16.44. 78,1129 17,52 72.4} 1.08 -5.7
! ‘
9 28 .1 68 33.€ 122 11 33 34,51 ~,09 9.9 127 17,33 92,6 }19 17.35 84,2} -.28 -3.4
| ¥
17 32 0.7.20  36.7 123 12.3¢ &G.7 . 2,1€ 24,0 ]2% 16.€9 €9.0 {29 17,00 75,8 31 6.9
N .
11 23 11.32 43.3 |35 12,40 63.3 l T .88 15.0 )26 17.04 7€.9 |30 18,27 92,31 1.23 16.4
!
‘ 12 8 In.1l 16,7 2] 5.9:% 5.6 1-4.,16 -1€.7 118 16 LA 019 17,011 .4 .55 7.3 7
- . =
i3 J 035 1i.33 s5.¢ §29 - 8.62 17.2|-2 71 =-32,8 )30 17.23 80,0 |26 T3 65.41 -,92 ~14.6
b P
15 13 12.06 3€79 ?23 15 35 33,1 .29 5.2 f18 16,78. 7.8 123 17.61 91,3 . 13.5
2% 29 %.17 20 7 !29 15,83 34,3 1.66 13,8 124 15,38 54,2 13¢ 17,17 80,06 ¥.29 25.8
. . ¢ E’ . i a-
- 22 27 13.93‘0 33.2 27 i2,:1 31.9 1.18 15,6 }28 16’.71 71.4 )28 17.21 82.1 56 10,7
22 -——- - 3 - ——— i - -——— -
\ | « :
32 \12 07 o57.r 132 1142 ans | =65 -s.6 |26 16.62 84.6 /33 17.21 84.2| .59 0.2
iy . . | ' ]
e t J e { . \
- . - hd
AVERAAGE 12.89 9.7 12,70 49.2 -.13 l.1 16.42 66,2 . 1€.69 78,5 .27 3.8
. B ~
= LOw 9.17 15.7 5. F2 2.0 - ‘6 -32.8 13.93 35,7 13.26 3€.8 -1.35 -14.6
- PANGE( -
HIG: 12‘.74 6‘2,1‘ - 12,360 £3,3 2:16 24.8- — -¥7.3% 32.6 1827 93.3 Tl.og5 2578
*Raw Scores ¢ 3 -
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Test Fl6--Subject Index to Children's Magazines

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

Number of Items-12

GRADE 6

;

175

-
Test Gll--Catalog Cards

Number' of Items-16

School Spring Spring 1972+73 Spring Spring 1972-73
1972 1973 Change 1972 1373 +{ Change
N RS* 84 [N RS %4 I RS M I N RS ~stM N RS iM RS 7 M
1 24 9.08 58.3]23 9.17 60,9 .09 2,6} 23 14,57 95,7127 13.19 74.1-1.38 =-21.6
.
2 25 7,16 36,0125 §,84.56.0)1,68 20,0} 29 13,66 75,9 |28 1l2.61 67.9}-1.05 ~-8.0
: 3 22 7.18 27.3129 7.38 17.2 ,20 ~10.1) 21 12,14 €:1.9)33 13,61 78.8 1.47 16,9
4 20 7.79 35.0{20 7.50 30.0 |[-.20 =-5.0] 2¢ 12,70 60.0]19 13,05 78.9 .35 18.9
. . . A
6 30 6.47 26.7 {22 8,14 45,5 (1,67 18,8] 3¢ <11.83 53.3 19 12,00 42.1 17 -il.2
- 7 24 8.13 37.5)24 9,92 66.7 11.79 29.2} 3C 12.33 63,3 ]3C 1¢,47 33.3 (-1,86 -3C.0
8 22 8,55 45.5124 8,58 4f.7 .03 -3,8] 28 12.96 71 § {23 11.52 39.1 j-1.44 -32.3
9 23 7.78 39.1 {21 8,52 47.6 74 8.5 28 13.00 57.1 122 11.90 /72.7 09 15.€
. 10 24, 7.79 33,3 {24 9.54 62,5 |P,?5 29,2] 3¢ 11.70 43.3 |23 14. 92.9 3.12 49.6
- > N 7
11 26 8.50 40.0 124 9.62 62,5 11,12 22.5) 2% 13.52 65.5 1306 12/73 °o.¢C , 2} 4.3
12 17 8.53 47.1 {2r 776 47.€ |-,77 5.5] 18 12.30 €).1 (2% ¥2,67 37.1 17 -4.9
. . . ,
13 25 8,80 40.0 '25 7.88 40,0 |-.52 0.0} 3¢ 13.13 73.3 |29 9.59 48.3 |-2.34 -25.9
15 ; 177 8.00 41.2 {19 9,32 63,2 |1.,32 22,0} 1 3.1 72,2 23 12.43°73.9 .31 "
21 1 24 5.83 20.8 Zg 9,04 48.0 [3.21 27,2] 29 11.35 44,2 23 12.52 38.6 3 .97 1.8
H ]
22 i 21 6.90 23.8 |24 7.33 20.8 .43 -3,0¢ 27 13,26 70,4 127 13.3® 70.4 -.in .
23 | -— ——— _— — - —_—
‘ . _ . .
32 123 7 96 43.5 (23 9.13 60,9 }1.17 *17.4] 28 13.86 8S.7 |33" 13.37 €9 ; -.56 -\‘;6,,
: |
A N [ —t l
S . AVERAGEI;' 7.77 5.0 2.60 45.4 .83 10,4 12,87 £2.1 12.67 60,5 -.20 -1,6
.
- LOWS5.83 20.8 7,33 17.27 -.92 ~1G.1 11.55 43,3 9.59 33,3 -3.34 -32.3
RANGE
FIGH 9.08 58.3 5,92 66.7 3.21 29,2 14.57 95.7 14.82 92.9 3,12 492.¢
' *Paw Scores N ’
»e e " , g
.
* -
- . . .
. .
-~ - N .
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GRADE 6

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters

-

Test Gl2--Dewey Decimal System

4

‘' Number of Items-18

School Spring Spring 1972-73
1972 1973 Change
! N RS* M N RS &M RS - &M
1 23, 13.61 34.8 |24 13.29 45,8 -.32 11.0
2 28 13.54 9.3 |27 12.44 18.5 -1.10 -20.8
3 |19 12.58 36.8 |34 13.76 52,9 1.18 16.1
//—> 4 18 11,33 27.8 (18 13.56 38.9 2,23 11.1
6 28 10.89 17.9 |19 10.16 15.8 -.73 -2.1
7 25  12.92 36.0 |30 12.90 33,3 -.02 -2.7
8 32 13.06 31.3 |29 13.17 44,8 11 13.5
9 27 14.52 63.0 |19 14,53 63.2 .01 0.2
10 29 12.41 31.0 |29 13.52 37.9 1.11 6.9
J11 |26 14.35.  65.4 \J 30 15.57 80.0 1,22 14.6
: 9 ‘ ' ¢
© 12 18 14.11 ,//5;(5 19 14,37 42,1 .26 -13.5
£ .

e 13 30 14,17 53,3 |26 13,19 42,3 -.98 -11.0
15 18 12.72 22.2 |23. 14.30 56.5 1.58 34,3
21 |24 12.79 29,2 [30 "13.97 46.7 1.18 17.5
22 28 14,00 28.6 |28 13.36 39,3 -.64 10.7
23 - - —

32 | 26 13.85 53,8 |33 13.15 39,4 -.70 -14.4

- AVERAGE 13.18 36.8 13.45 41,0 - .27 4.2

fLow 10.89  17.9 10,16 . 15.8 ° ~-1,10  -20.8
RANGE N ,

HIGH 14.52 65.4 15,57 80.0 2,23 34,3

. ' 4
'Raw}Scores .

- 103 A




APPENDIX J

¢

X °
Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement Tests
of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance below
Grade Level Participating ‘in the Map, Graph and Table
Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-73
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) T APPENDIX K

Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement
Tests of Pupils Wn Schools with Typical Performance
below Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73




RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS} and GRADE EQUIVALENTS
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q Level 2

Study Skills Test 9 - Using Réference Materials

Number of Items - 20

183
2

N , GRADE 5
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 ° 1972-73 Change
School Raw 3-1le Grade Raw %=1le Grade Raw §-ile Grade
N Score Rank Equav,| N, Score Rank - Equiv,| Score Rank Equiv,
16 24 6.58 24 3.9 27 6.74 24 3.9 .16 0 .0
17 27 8,70 37 4,6 26 10.12 44 5,0 1,42 7 .4
18 27 5.85 17 3.4 26 14,73 79 7.3 8.88 62 3.9
19 27 9.44 37 4,6 27 11.78 57 5.7 2,34 20 1.1
20 27 7.70 30 4,3 30 8.90 37 4,6 1,20 7 .3
AVERAGE 7.65 30 4,3 10,45 44 5?0 2,80 14 .7
LOW 5,85 17 . 3.4 6.74 24 3.9 .16 0 .0
RANGE )
HIGH 9.44 37 4,6 14,73 79 7.3 8.88 62 3.9
GRADE 6
Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
School Raw $~-1le Grade Raw $-1le Grade Raw §-ile Gra@e
N Score Rank Eguav, |N Score Rank Equiv, | Score Rank Equiv.
16 |37  8.52 23" 4.6 |26 9,35 23 4.6 .83 0 .0
17 25 . 7.68 18 4.3 27 10,78 34 5.4 3,10 16 1,1
18 27 10,52 34 5.4 30 13,00 48 6,2 2,48 14 .8
19 18 9,11 23 4.6 26 9.69 28 5.0 .58 5 .4
20 28 9,32 23 4.6 30 10,90 34 5.4 1,58 11 .8
AVERAGE 9,03 23 4,6 16,74 34 5.4 1,71 11 .8
LOW 7.68 18 4,3 9,35 23 4,6 .58 0 .0
RANGE, - .
. Y HIGH 10,52 34 5.4 13,00 48 6,2 3.10 16 1.1
‘ by .
‘Large city norms '
2Regular norms '
° 4
. , . ) ,
\ ©
[ N - . - .
. !
“ * ¢
- " -~
, K * . ~ .
Q G :
ERIC Log |
et ) .
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APPENDIX L

Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement
Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance
at or above Grade Level Participating in ‘the Map, Graph
and Table Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-72




GRA

DE 3 |

187

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9

Test W-1:

Map Reading

Number of Items-27

.

.

O

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw $-ile Grade Raw $-ile Grade Raw $-ile Grade "~
N Score Rank Equiv.*|N Score  Rank  Equiv,* Score Rank Equiv,
'i 24 10.§4 60 3.3 25 13.3é 89 3.7 2,82 29 .4
2 20 16,45 44 3.1 “24 14,50 98 4,1 4,05 54 1,0
3 24 10.04 44 3.1 17 11,24 60 3.3 1,20 16 .2
4 24 12,37 76 3,% 25 12,16 76 3.5 -.21 0 .0\
6 20 11.65 76 3.5 ~IB 10.67 60 3.3 -.98 -16 -.2 X
7 18 10.39 44_ 3.1 25 12,12 76 3.5 1,73 32 .4 \
8 23 11,57 76 3.5 25 10:52 60 3.3 -1.05 -16 -.2 |
9 23 16.17 9%+ 4,3 26 15,31 98 4,1 ~.86 -1 -.2 )
10 21 13.52 95 3.9 22 13,14 89 3.7 -.38 -6 -,2
11 25 17,36 99+ 4,5 24 15,25 98 4,1 ~2,11 -1 -.4
12 24 12.46 76 3.5 |21 15.24 98. 4,1 |2.78 22 .6
13 23 11.87 76 3.5 ?5 12,76 89 3.7 .89 13 2
15 19 13,63 95 3.9 21 11,90 76 3.5 -1,73 -19 -.4
21 24 11.63 76 3.5 Zg ) 15,12 98 4,1 3.49 22 .6
22 23 12.65 89 3.7 24 16,87 60 3.3 -1,78 -29 ~.4
23 25 15,40 98 4,1 26 13,54 95 3.9 -1.86 -3 -.2
32 20 17.10 99+ 4,5 24 14,79 98 4,1 -2,31 -1 -4
AVERAGE 12.87 89 3.7 13,09 89 3.7 .22 0 ‘.0
LOwW 10.04 44 3.1 10,52 60 3.3 -2.31 -29 -.4
RANGE .
HIGH 17,36 99+* 4.5 15,31 98 4,1 4.05 | 54 1.0

b

*A grade equivalent of 3,2 should be used as a base for comparison.

ERIC
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188
I . GRADE 3 T
RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, 'AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS e
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9
Test W-2: Reading Graphs and Tables
Number of Items-20 )
R . /
!
. .
Fall, 1971 . Fall, 1972 // 1971-72 Change
School Raw $-1le Grade Raw t-1le Grade |Raw t-1le Grade
N Score Rank  Equav,*|N Score Rank Kquiv, |[Score Rank Equav.
v e N
1 24 9.96 67 3.4 25 12,16 92 23,8 2,20 25 .4 .
2 20 8.00 27 2,9 24 12,12 92 - 3.8 4,12 65 .9
.
3 124 8.46 V27 2,9 17 8.71 43 3.1 .25 16 .2
4 24 " 10.83 82 3.6 25 11.56 J;Z 3.8 .73 10 .2
‘I.
6 20 9.75 67 3,4 18 10.11 67 3.4 .36 0 .0 ¢
7 18 9.44 43 3,1 25 11.04 82 3.6 1,60 39 .5
‘.8 23 9.48 43 3,1 25 9,32 43 3,1 ~.16 0 .0
9 23 12.91 97 4,0 26 13,38 97 4.0 .47 .0 .0
10 21 11.95 92 3,8 22 11,00 82 3.6 -,95 -10 -.2
11 25 12.88 97 4,0 24 12,58 97 4,0 -.30 0 . .0
’ 12 24 10.67 82 3,6 21 13,76 99+ 4.3 3,09 17 .7
13 23 9,09 43 3.1 25 9,60 67 3.4 .51 24 .3
15 19 11.11 82 3.6 21 10,57 82 3.6 ~.54 o , .0
21 24 9,08 43 3.1 25 11,04 82 3.6 1.96 39 .5
22 23 11,35 ¢+ 82 3,6 24 10.42 67 3.4 -.93 -15 -.2
23 25 13.‘ 97 4,0 26 11,81 92 3.8 F1.31 -5 -.2
32 20 13,30 37 4.0 24 12,37 92 3.8 «}~.93 -5 :.2
AVERAGE 10.67 . 82 3.6 11,27 82 _ 3.6 . 60 0 .0
Low 8.00 27 2.9 8.71 - 43 3,1 -1.31 -15 -.2
RANGE R
HIGH 13,390 97 4,0 13.76 99+ 4.3 4.12 65 .9
- . *
*A grade equivalent of 3.2 should be used as a base for comparison. !
§ .
El{fC‘ it '
.
’ .




GRADE 4

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVAﬂENTS
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 10
Test W-1: Map Reading !
Number of ‘Items-32

Y

Fall, 1971 ° Fall, 1972 * 1971-72 Change

Raw t-ile Grade Raw t-1le Grade Raw t-1le Grade
Score Rank Equiv,* Score Rank Equiv, *| Score Rank Equiv,

13.11 L 15.75 86
12,71 44
15.50 86
17.56 96
15,00 74
14,70 74
14,18 58
15,75 14.85 74
16.09 15,50
19.67 20,23
14,25 . 15,90
15,21 : | 15,39
15,82 17,75
16.0; 14.72
16,63 16,81
15,82 19.27

20,71 20,36

AVERAGE 15.88 86 . 16,25 86 .

LOW 9,95 g 12,71 44
RANGE LU »
HIGH 20,71 99+ 20,36 ., 99+

-

*A grade equivalent of 4,2 should be used as a base for comparison,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. ' - GRADE 4

, RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS
" : . Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 10 * - -
Test W-2: Reading Graphs and Tables -

Number of Items-24 .
. s L’ R 1 ‘
‘ Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 . 1971-72 change
Schodl | . + Raw t-1le Grade Raw t-1le Grade | Raw t-1le Grade
N Score Rank Equiv,*|N - Score «Rank ‘Equxv,‘J Scotre Rank Equ:v,
. .. . - .
. ~ 17 }.x  12.42 52 4,2 |20 *12.80 . 68  .4.4 .38 16 .2
. 2 20 12.95 68 4.4 24 - 11.50 52 "4.2 |1.45  -16 " =02
3 22 11,77 52 4.2 22 -11.95 52 4.2 .18' 0 .0
. . ~ . ‘ A - {
4 19 14.47 85 4.7, 22 14,91 95 5.0 .44 10 ° .3
6 20 12.10 52 4.2 17 13.35 68 . 4.4 1,25 16 02
7 ‘4 13.33 -,68 4.4 20 13.50 85 4.7 .17 17+ .3
'] N
4 . T L)
8 21 12,71 68 4.4 17 13,82 85 4.7 1,11 17 .3
: o 20" 12,65 68 4.4 |20 13.55° 85 4.7 .90 17, .3
. A\ '
10 23 12,17 52 4.2 24 12.54° 68 4.4 .37, 16 .2
) 11 21, 15,05 95 5.0 22 34,91 ‘95 5.0 -.14 0 .0
. - e >
? 12 20 10..60 22 3.8 21 11.95 52 4.2 1,35 30 .4
13 24 14,00 85 - 4,7 23 12,74 68 * //}.4 -1,26 -17 -.3
15 17 13.71 85 |, 427 16 14,44° 85 7 4,7 723 o0 .0
21- 2, 7 14,09 85 4.7 25 12,32 52 4,2 [-1.77 -33 -.5
" . - . y " ,
22 19 13,42 68 4,8 21 1289 52 4,2 |-1,13 -16 -2
i
23 177 13.29 68, 4.4 22 15,32 95 5,0 2,03 27 .6
32 31 15.65 99 5,3 {25 15,24° 95 5.0 -.,41 -4 -.3
AN
7 . i \
AVERAGE 13,20 68 4.4 13,36, 68 4.4 .16 0 .0
v - "‘ s .
, . JfLow 10,60 22 3,8 7 11,50 52 4,2 ~1,77 -33 -5
RANGE .
‘. HIGH . 15.65 99 5.3 15,32 95 5,0 2,03 30 .6
’ *A gra?e equivalent of 4.2 should be used as a base for qomp;;:lgn. -
. 4 ) . i . L] -
) > . ) . - -
. B ,
- ] ‘
A ’ .
- * ' A)
4 Y : -
' ‘ N *
- - . - . ' "
e . oot . e
- ) ; r
. . ’ . -
’ .
v
. e -
. . AR ) Pl
. Ve .
. ¥ , !
Q . Co- R , N '
EMC ) ‘ l .J ) - ¢«
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\ .
. S GRADE 5
‘ RAW:SCORE MEANS, PERCEN‘:I‘ILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS
Y ' Iowa Tests of Basic Skl}ls, Form 6 Level 11 .
Tést W-1: Map Reading 7
Number ‘of Items-36
A < .
. Fall, 1971 v Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw $-1le Grade |} Raw $-1le Grade Raw $-1le Grade
. N Score Rank Equiv, *IN ~Score Rank Equav, *| {gore Rank Equav .
. i . \
1 22 17.45 64 5.4 21@?}18.24 77 5.6 .79 13 - .2
2 J 25 12.60 18 4.6 25 18,16 - ‘77 5.8 5.56 59 1.0
3 28 17.89 77 5.6 23 %é.ZZ 91 5.9 2,33 14 .3
: 4 25 17,80 77 5,6 17/ 2‘0.59 96. 6.1 2,79 19 ‘.5
6 -| 23 17.13 64 5.4 1/ 19.83 91 " s.9 |2.70 /2n .5
:(f' . . s Y
7 21 17.93 77 5.6 26 19.58 91" 5,9 1.63 14' 3
38 24 16,67 64 5.4 23 19.00 82 5.7 2,33 18 .3
9 24 19.:/1 91 5.9 25 17.36 64 » 5.4 ~2.35 -27 -.5
N ~
10 23, 18,22 77 5.6 23 " 19,13 §2 5.7 .91 5 o, 1
J 11 .25 19,00 82 5.7 23 20,52 96 6,1 1.52 14 .4
12 22 18,95.. 82 5.7 18 18.56 82 ¥ 5,7 -.39 0 .0
13 53 20.65 96 6,1 25 18.08 77 5.' -2.57, -19 -.5
. . - :
15 - 19 19.47° 82 5.7 17 18,00 77 5.6 ({~1,47 N -1
21. 25 18,00 /t77 5.6 24 18,92 82 5.7 .92 5 W1
" . hd . \ ~
22 25 18,08 -~ 77 5.6 16 18,06 77 'S5, 6 -.02 0 .0
23 25 16,60 64 5.4 24 21,37 96 €.1 4,77 32 .7
. '
32 27 22,52 99+ 6.5 28 22.93 9967/6.5\ .41 0 .0
., . ' .
AVERAGE 18.16 77 5.6 19,33 82 5.7 1,17 g \.1
LOW 12,60 18 4.6 17.3% 64 S.4A —2.57 ~27 .5
RANGE ]
. HIGH 22,52 99+ 6,5 - 22,93 . 99+ - 6.5 5.56 . 59 1.0
*K grade equivalent of 5.2 should be used as a base for comparison.
= Lt Y .
. ——— ‘ - 4 N
1 , ‘ . ~*
i
* ’
) « - ’ .

ERI!

BIA Firmext provided by ric




R \
)
7
P) ’
s’
»
’ .
O

ERIC
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GRADE' 5

t i

RAW SCORE MEANS, BERCENTILE RANKS, AND G E EQUIVALENTS
) Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6/ Level 11
. . Test W-2: l(eadlng Graphs and Tables

I

!
f
|
!
|
!

P B Number_ of Items-26 /
A - b ;
Fall, 1971 N—gart167 1971472 Change /
School Raw $-1le Grade Raw $-1le | Grade Raw {t-1le Grade tg
N Score Rank Equiv.* N Score Rank Equiv,* Seore [Rank Equiv,
‘ |
. 7
1 22 12.50 67 5.4 21 12,86 67 5.4 .36 ‘ 0 .0 i
2 | 25 gl2.12 46 5.1 |25 13.52 . 82 5.7 1.40 J‘ 36 .6
3 - 28 13,07 67 5.4 23 14.30 82 | 5.7 1.23 | 15 .3
' - - I - ~ ol
4 25 14.20 82. 5.7 17 15.35° 91 5.9 I.15 / 9 .2
¢ -l i
6 23 12.13 6 5.1 18 15.28 al] ' 5.9 3.15 45 .8
7 21 11,90 46 5.1 26 16.00 95 6.1 4,10 49 I.0
T8 ) 24, 12.50 67 .5.4 }23  11.39 26 4.8 |-1.11 ° =41 -.6
9 24 14.33 82 ° 5.7 25 12,12 46 5.1 [-2.21 ' -36 -.6 .
» : -
basl 23 14.61 91 5.9 23 14,00 82 5.7 -.6L - ?-9 -.2
11 25 .14.24 82 5.7 23 16,17 95 6.1 /] 1.93 13 .4
12 22 11.91 46 3.1 18 13,11 67 5.4 1.20 * 21 .3 3
13 23 15.57 95 6.1 - |25 14,04 82 5.7 |-1.53 ~13 -4
. 15 19 13.79 82 -5.7 {17 15,24 . -+ 91 . 5.9 | 1.45 9 + ' .2
21’ 25 13.84 82 5.7 |24 15,21, 91 5.9 1,37 9~ .2
N . []
. 2 ~ .
22 25 * 12,88 67 5.4 16 13,81 82 5.7 .93 15 .3 .
23 25 14.64 . 91 5.9 24 17.29: 98" 6.4 2,65 7 .5 -,
SN A .
32 e 16.37 % 95 6.1 28 18,29 99+ . 6.6 1,92 4 .5
AVERAGE 13,56 82 5.7 5.9 1,03 3 .2 '
Low - 11.90 T 46 5,1 4.8 -2,21 ~41 -.6
RANGE
HIGH 16.37 95 6,1 12,29 9 6.6 4.10 49 ° 1.0 IS
*A grade eguivdlent of 5.2 shouid be used as a base for *comparison,
~ N - ’ . 14
a » - \ _ > \7
* '\ \ IS N -
\ Y ‘ .
-
, A w
¢ ¥
. . . v,
t ‘' 4 3 - -
_ ?
LI - ‘. . - e .
» R \ ~ 7 *
- .
» = ) A Pl
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"‘ © . -
- . GRADE 6 "
. . '
RAW SCORE MEANS, PEﬁCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS
° Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 12
‘ . Test W-1: Map Reading ' :
. t . Number of Items-49 .
. ' = N . * - .r
. Fall, 1971 Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw i-;.le Grade . Raw 3$~1le Grade } Raw t-1le Grade
¢ N, Score Rank Equiv,* N’ Score7/ Rank Equiv, | Score Rank Equiv.
< . -
.j 1 24 18.87 | 88 L 6.9 25 19,00 88 6.9 .13 0 .0
Y .
2 24 16.96 67 6.5 24 <17.83 78 6,7 .87 12 .2
o ~ . '
.3 18 16.56 67 6.5 30 19,23 88 6.9 2,67 21 .4
-t N N .
4 19 16,05 50 t6,2 23 16,65 67 6,5 .60 17 .3,
6 30 15,70 50 6.2 19 16,58 67 6.5 :.88 17 .3
. 7 19 17.58 79 6.7 23+ 19.09 88 6.9 1,51 9 .3
8 23 17,43 67 6.5 22 15,64 50 6,2 -1.79 -17 -.3
9 18 19.89 93 7.1 23 19,83 93 7.1 ~-.06 0 L0
10 24 18,71 88 6.9 25 20,56 T 96 7.3 1.85 8 .4
.‘ -~
« 11 25 19.92 93 7.1 22 19,32 88 6.9 ~.60 -~ -.2
12 15 . 20.40 93 ’ 7.1 19 21.42 96 7.3 1,02 3 .2
2 g
. 13 25 18,92 88 6,9 20 18.05 79 6.7 -.87 ~9° -2
15 15 17,00 67 6.5 18 22,1} 98 7.5 “5,11 31 1,0
21 24 18,71 88 6.9 23 lg.OQ ‘ 20 6.2 ;2.71 -38 -.7
22 oL - - . - — - _— T e
23 - . -- -- . -— o a- -- . --
- ’ ‘ -
- 32 23 22,65 59+ 7,7 29 19,83 93 7.1 -2.82 ; -t -.6
: ~ 4
\ 0 —
AVERAGE 18,35 79 6.7 18.74 88 6,9 .39 9 .2
rLOH 15,70 50 6.2 ° - 15,64 50 » 6,2 -2.82 -38 -.7
b RANGE . B - -
HIGH 22,65 99+ 7.7 22,11 . 98 7.5 5.11 31 1.0
7 b
tNo data. . ’
%A grade equivalent of 6.2 should be used as a base for comparison, "
\ ' .
. * -
' . ~t
\ 4 N A < -
- "\
., ' R
» . A .
Q Yo : ;
7 . i \’ M .
ERIC . : | e

-
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) , * i ’
. ' ) GRADE 6 .
. - ¥ d .
T RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND, GRADE EQUIVALENTS
Iowa Tests g Baslic Skills, Form 6 Level 12 -
Test W-2: Reading Graphs and Tables
umber of Items-28 o
. . Fall, 1971 . Fall, 1972 1971-72 Change
School Raw t-1le Grad Raw . $-1le Grade Raw t-1le Grade
N ‘Score . Rank Equiv], *[.N Scgre Rank Equiv,* Score Rank Equiv,
. L] N - -
. , | . - ‘
) 1 24 15:5% 89 6.9. 25 15,76 89 6.9 .22 0 .0-
2 24 15242 - 77 65 | 28 12,19 @ 6.1 2,63 30  -.5
3 ’38 13.67 + 66 = 6.4 130  14.87 .17 6.6 1,20 1t L2
: i .
4 ,~ 1,19 10.74 15 5.5 1123 14,83, 77 6.6 | 4,09 62 1.1
6 30 12.30 27 5.8 1 {19 12.58 47 7 6.1 .28 - 20. .3
7 19 14.74 77 6.6 , 023 17,35 95 7.2 |2.61 " 18 .6
8 23 16.65 95 . 7.2 'l22  13.68 66 "6.4 L2.97 -29 -, ¥
9~ 1B 14,56 77 6.6~ f23 . 15,09 77 6.6 53 -0 ;o
~ ‘ -t - .
10° , 24 14.46 668 6.4 |25 16.32 89 6.9 1.86°, v 23 .5
IN_.| 25 17.08 95 7.2 J22 16,82 95 7.2 {-.22 0 . .0
. 12, (15 15.80 89 6.9 119 ' 15,53 89 6.9 | -.27 0 .0
13 2% 12.80 47 6.1 |20  14.35 _ 66 ‘6.4 | 1.55 19 .3
15 | 1a 12,20 27 . 5.8 [18 16.89 195 7.2 '] 4,69 68 1.4
: < ° ;
21 24 -, 14,62 77 6.6 |23 12.04 27 5.8 }2.58 -50° .8
22 - b — . o - — _4 -
23 . - -- + - e ] - - --
32 23 17.30 95 7.2 s 17.00 95 7.2 ]-.30 ° 0 .0
AVERAGE 14,52 717 6.6 .. 15,06 77 6.6 .54 0 .0
‘s (Low 10,74 15 5.5 12,060 27 5.8 2,97 .50 .8
™ HIGH 1730 95 72 17.35 95 7.2 4.69 68 1.4
vb ~ .
*Noe.data., . ¢

*A grade equxvalent‘of 6.2 should be used as a base for comparison,

*

. . . . N
" /7 .
. »
.. . ¢ - * .
M ‘ - -
. A ‘
- - .
, ) . ¢ . . g
. -
ot 4
‘, . v -
»
. . - . LY i
t ' ] . .
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’ ’ . ’
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APRERDIX M

3

{
Compafative'Performénce on Standardized Achievement Tests

_ of Pupils in Schools.with Typ1ca] Performance at or above

Grade Level Partic1pat1ng in the Reference Skills Subarea
of Study Skq]ls F1e1d Test, 1972-73

‘ 2

]

195




o=

e

s

GRADE 3

-

Number of items - 42

3

‘fowa-Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9

~

R ’ )
SCORE MBANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS c

Test W-3: Kno&ledge and Use of Reference Materials ‘

Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change

School N ° Raw 2-ile Erade N Raw Z-ile Grade ; iaw Z-1le  Grade -
Score  Rank ] Equiv. Seore Rank Equiw. 'Score Rank +« Equiv.

1 |.25. 20.56 43 3.7 25  25.44 83 4.2 4.88 40 .5

2 25% 20.24 35 3.6 26 21.29 94 4.5 .7.05 59 .9

3 22 23.95 69 ' 4.0 17 19.29 . 27 3.5 -4.66 =42 -.5

) f s |23 208 e 4.0 23 23.70 69 4.0 -39 .0 .0
) 6 |18 22.22 51 3.8 18, 23.50 69 4.0 1.28 © 18 2

. 7 26 26.29 69 4.0 25 22.60 60 3.9 -1.69 9 i1
o 8. 22 22.50 6Q 3.9 22 19.95 35 3.6 -2.55 =25 -3
O 26 22I50 60 3.9 25 25.56  87° 4.3 3.06 27 .4

10 -— — —_ 24 26.00 87 4.3 -— -— -—

- 1 23 25.52 8 4.3 25 28.88 97 4.7 3.36 10 .4

. pr

12 2} 23 24.09 69 4.0 23 24,17 69 4.0, .08 0 ‘0

13 |26 18.92 27 3.5 25 19.44 27 * v 3.5 .52 0 +0

15 19 21.95 51 3.8 22 23.59 69, 4.0 L.es 18 .2

=2 % 23, 60 3.9 24 26.33 &£ 87 £3 | 306 27 "4

22 23 23.09 60 3.9 25 19.12 27 3.5 -3.97  -33 -4

23 23 " 25.48 83, 4.2 24 25.17 83 4.2 |0 -3 0 .0

" Ja2- |22 .30.82 99 4.9 { 25 28.12 96 ‘ 4.6 -2.70 -3 -.3
AVERAGE* * 23.34 60 3.9 . 24.01 69 4.0 .67 9, .1

: [ LW 18.92 27 ‘3.5 19.12 . 27 3.5 —4.66 42 -.5

RANGE )
. (HIGH 30.82 99 4.9 28.88 97 4.7 7.05° 59 . 9.

A grade equivalent of 3.8 should
+No data
*Based on number of eptries above

for comparison

be used as a bage

. " . N .

.

* ’
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: , CRADE 4 \ )
3‘?«“ u ) " RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS
S Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 10 ‘
Test W-3: Knowledge and Use of Reference 'Materials
’ b Number of items - 52
% \ . = L
T S.grigg, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change '
l School | N Raw ' Z-ile Grade N Raw X-ile Grade Raw 2-1le’ Grade
. s $core  Rank Equiva Score Rank Equiv; Score Rank Equiv.
1 2> 26.67 40 4.7 25 25.08 40 — 4.7 .41 0. %0
2 |2 22,67 26 4.5 22 31.18 8 5.4 8,51 60 .9
3 20 . 26.00 47 4.8 26 °25.12 40 4.7 -.88. -7 -.1
4 25 26.00 47 4.8 2 26.75 64 5.0 .475 17, .2
. 6 |18 26.61 64 5.0 | 22 27.45 64 5.0 .84 0 .0
7 20 26.67 64 5.0 25 27.16 64 5.0 .49 0 “éfo
8 2% 25.75 47 4.8 23 28.43 72 5.1 7| 2.68 5 . b3
‘ 9 2 2.5 12, 5.1 24 31.04 86 5.4 3.45, 14 .3
i 10 |25 2.8 83 ;53 das oz 12 sa | -2.28 -n -2
11 25 28.48 72 51 25 34.36 97 5.8 5.88 25 .7
12 2% 2344 2 4.5 | 25 29.68 " 83 5.3 .24 57. .8
13 23 24.61 40 a7 23 27.65 72 5.1 3.04 32 v
15 19 26.00 34 4.6 2 27.00 64 5.0 |- 3.00 30 4
21 22 . 27.27 - 64 5.0 25 25.60 47 4.8 -1.67  -17 -.2
22 23 21065 72 5.1 25 31.60 94 5.6 3.95 22 .5 -
23 22 29.59 83 5.3 25 31.52. 94 5.6 1.93. 11 3 )
32 {32 32.81 96 5.7 26 34.83 . 98 5.9 2.02 2 .2
AVEBAGE "26.69 64 5.0 28.94 78 5.2 2.25 14 3
LOW 22.67 26 4.5 25.08 40 4.7 . <2.28  -17 -.2
RANGE , T, . 2 i
HIGH 32.81 '96% 5.7 34.83 98 5.9 8.51 60 9 *
A grade equivalent of 4.8 sho:zld'be‘ used as a base for comparisrfp/ )
. , . ‘ .
. N . -
. . ) / . % . 'S'
N * . IS
. .
' . : e ., ’ ‘. ¢ "
Q . ' . 25 ’ < .

-~ ERIC
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y .
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" . ' GRADE 5 Cy

’

. RAW .SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS
. - Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 11
. AT

Test W~3: Knowledge and Use of'Reﬂerence Haéerials

~

Number of items - Sé

+ Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973

School N

199

1972-73 Change

Raw %=ile Grade N  Raw Z-ile Grade Raw ‘%-ile Grade
. Score Rank Equiv. ‘ Score _ Rank Equiy. Score Rank Equiw.
1 21 38.57 93 6.7 ’ 23 32.96 73 6.2 -5.61‘ -20 -.5
2 21 31.14 6q 6.6 24, 30,75 : 60 ) 6.0 -.39 0o~ .0
3 30 29.93 53 5.9 24 34.33 79 * 6.3 4,40 26 . N
4 21 30.52 60 6.0 24 35.29 84 6.4 4,77 24 4
6 '21 28.33 40 5.7 23 31.52 67 6.1 3.19 27 4
SR P . 123 3.7 s 6.4 | o= o
% 22 27.45 - 35 5.6 25 31.12 60 . . 6.0 3.67 N 25 4
9 21 26.81 35 5.6 24 35.92 84 6.4 9.11 49 8
10 23, 33.87° 79 6.3 25 .36.56 - 88 6.5 2.69 9 2
11 22 35.38', 84 6.4 24 40.96 97 6.9 5.60 13‘ 5
12 24 31.00 60 6.0, 24, 23.62' 46 5.8 -2.38 -14 -.2
13 24 29,04 46 5.8 25 27.68 40 ‘ 5.7 -1.36 ‘ -6 -.1
15 ) 1; 37.05 3? . 6.5 20 é9.00 46 5.8 -8.05 -42 -.7
.21 24 26.58 35 5.6 24 32.29 67 6.1 - 5.71 '32 .5
* 22 24 32.%2, 67 6.1 25 37.72 91 6.6 5,43 24 S5
23 20 32.95 73 6.2 22 43.77 ‘99f 7.3 10.82 26 , 1.1°
32 25 36.76 88 6.5 30 43.43 99 7.1 6.67 11 ‘ .6
AVERAGE* 31.73 67 6.1 34.51 3&. E 6.4 2.78 =« ‘17 .3
LOW 26.58 35 5.6 . 27.68 40 5.7 -8.05 752.‘ -.7
RANGE +
HIGH 38.57 43 6.7 43.77 93 7.3 10.82 49 . 1.1

A grade equivalent of 5.8 should
tNo data
*Based on,number of entries above

be useé as a base for comparison

o
.

[ L
*\
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GRADE 6 ' - ) .

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Porm 6 Lével 12

- - N 4 -
Test W-3: Knowledge and-Use of Refererce Materials

-

- Number of items - 59

. . o ”, -
.Spring, 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change
) School N Raw %-ile - Grade N Raw 2-1le _Grade Raw ) %-ile Grade
‘ - Score  Rank Equiv. Scqre  Rank Equiv. Store Rank Equiv.
1 |26 3800 & 744 23 3917 84 7.5 | 1.7 3 a
2 25  36.08 68 7.1 25 36.16 68 7.1 .08 .0 .0
3 {22 33.00 * 37 6.6 29 37.14 77 7.3 4.05 o T
4" |20 3285 37 6.6 20 ' 3.65 62 1.0 1.70 23 b
6 300 30.17 20 6.2 22 32.36 32 6.5 2.19 12 .3
7 J— + ;;; —_ - + —_— _— -— -— —
©8 227 31.32 717 7.3 2% 36.62 62 7.0 -2.70  -15 -.3
9 23 37.13 ~77 7.3 21 35.67 68 7.1 -1.46 -9 -.2
10 e a2 6.8 267 36.064 68 7.1 1.75 19 .3
11 - |20 38.45 . 81 7.4 2% 3.7 81 . 7.4 -.66 0 .0
12 17 37.53 81 76 |2 3.9 62 7.0 —2.24  -19 -4
13 25 3%.92 62 7.0 |25 3236 32 6 -2.56 =30 -.5
15 |12 3159 32 6.5, 119 39.89 90 7.1, 8.30 58 1.2
" 21 24 30,12 20 6.2 25 36.44 68 7.1 ' 6.32 48 .9
- 227 {21 3316 37 6.6 24 3521 62 1.0 2.07 28 4
23 l— ¥ —_— - — —_— - —_— =
32 23 33.04 - 37 6.6 23' 39.87 90 . 7.7 6.83 53 1.1
AVERAGE 36.52. 62 7.0 36.18 68 7.1 1.66 6 .1
/ LW 30.12 20 6.2 32.36 32 6.5 -2.70 © -30 -.5
RANGE . - . ? . .
HIGH 38.45 . 81 7.4 39.89 90 7.7 . 8.30 58 1.2
’ A grade equivalent of 6.8 should be uséd as a base for comparison
*No data » N
\ ' .
. .
- ' © ol
- ~ {
Q : 2 t.;} B
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Projected Costs of Study Skills Based on Price Lists
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PROJECTEﬁ COSTS*

203

(Given that there are 100 students ‘per level at each level)

.

/- .

LEVEL A - deleted in commercial
Student Materiais

1 pkg profile cards (A—D)
Teacher Materials .

5 Teacher's Planring Guides
1 Teacher's Resource File

Total Materials

Break-in Costs

Field Test

$ 5.00

22.50
¥

-

27.50 -

LEVEL B (Nonreader) - commercial Level A -

Student Materials = '

3 pkg machine scorable booklets ]

1 set ditto masters**
1 pkg Pupil Profile cards**/

Teacher Mater#als

5 Teacher's Planning Guides
1 Teacher's Resource File A-G
4 Test Administrator's Manuals .

Mdchine Scoring

‘Total Materials

Totél Materials and Scoring

LEVEL B (Reader) - commercial Level B .
y [}

Student Materials

3 pkg machine scorable bookiets .
.1 set ditta masters*x

"1 pkg Pupil Profile cards**
4 -~

i

Teacher Méterials

"5 Teacher's Planning Guides

1 Teacher's Resource File A-G
.4 Test Administrator $~Manuais

Machiné Scoring i

Total Materfals

Total Materials and Scoring

~

‘*based on 1973-74 NCS price list

$  45.00.
25.50

40.00
70.50
110..50

L
4
é

$ 69.00
25.50 -

. 50.00
94.50
144.50

-

Commercial

§ 34.50

T~
~

[]
Minimal Continuing Costs

+ Field Test Commercial
$ +/5.00
$ -
r -
. R
N -
v
A & 10,70 $ 12.00
/
i
"$ 19.70 $ 16.00
A
A
i i P
I o e . Ve
e
{ Py B '
e




LEVEL C . .
< . Student Materials ’{,
‘3 pkg machine scorable bagklets:
" 3 pkg color maps_booklett '
1 pkg motebooks-
~k pkg articles cards .

- 1 et ditto masters*x -
1 pkg Pupil Profile Cards**

-Teacher Materials
5 Teacher's Planning Guides

. 1 Teacher's Resource File A-G
2 Test .Administrator's Manuals

‘Machine Scoring - \
Total Materials . '
Total Materials and Scoring ~ -

_LEVELD = -
Student Materials

3 Py ‘machine scorable bookléts
3 pkg color maps booklets "

Break-in Coste

" Fleld Test  Commercial

-
N

-$ 133,75 © -100.25°

het a

'
85.00 7 . 6000,
159.25 | 123.75
183.75°

Minimal Cdnt:llmiing Costs
Field Test gfommercial

34.70

1 set ditto masters**
1 pkg Pupil Broufilscards D-G* *

Teacher Materials
5 Teacher's Planning Guides

1 Teacher's Resourte File A-G -
1 Test Administrator 8 Manua@

Machine Scorigg )
Total Materials

’Total Miterials and Scoring

LEVELE .

Student Materials
. 3;,pkg reusable test booklets

1 pkg machine scorable answer sheets
1 set ditto mastérs* *

1 pkg Pupil Profile cards**

‘Teacher ‘Materials

5 Teacher's Planning Guides

1 Te.echer 8 Resource Fila A-G
I Test Administrator's Manual

) Machine Scoring
Total Materials
"“*al Materials and Scoring

Text Provided by ERI -

95.00 '65.00
"179.23 127.25 -
276.25 ¢ . 192.25

4

p
3 14{. 00

50.00 30.00
156.75. -+B,4163.25
. 206.7% - ' "193.25°
Lo,

.~




- \
\ h A . . . - i -
/ ,j o, . . . _Break-in Costs Minimal Continuing Costs
’ . ’ ‘Fie;d Test ~ Commercial Field Test Commercial
\ LE_VEL F - - ' t : N 1

‘Student Materials o 's125.00 v 122,50 470 400
3 pkgi.reusable test booklets - . e
‘1 pkg'machine scorable -answer sheets . P Lo,
1 set ditto masters** _ ~ ‘E C
@ pkg Pupil Profile cards** . - . - .

» ., \" . .. - $ B A -
Teacher Materials - 24.00 21.25 ’ . -
Machine Scoring - 4 . 50.00 ' 30.00 ' T,

— , ) 3 ‘ . "3 , \

Topal Materials  , - -7 149.00 143.75%"
" 'Tofal Mgterials and Scoring 199.00 - 173,75 | -
T, ¢ . ‘ % v
LEVEL qﬂfqr R 3A . .?‘ - . ." ' .
Stullent Materials T, i 116.00 124.00 4.70 4.00
3 pkg reusable test ‘booklets . a8 \
1 pkg-machine scorable answer sheets N 4
1 set ditto masters** . N > ’ ‘ b .
1 pkg Pupil.Profile cards** . A i ’
) . R , - .7
Teacher Mgterials o . *24.00 21.25 - :
. . " {- . .
Machine Scoring l 50.00 30.00 ¢ OO .

" Total Materjals - 140.00 - 145.25 | |

' Total Marerjals and Scoring " 190.00 . |, 175125 .

. TOTAL COST  $1,397.00  1,148.25 .| - 129.00 102.00
OVERALL PER PUPIL GOST $  2.00 1.64 . .18 »15

“**Material needs for continuationm will'include at a minimum one set of ditto
. masters ger level, one package of pupil profide.cards for entering kindergarteners
and. one package of pupil profile_cagds for.transfer students at the other levels.
H + . .

N\

[} \ ) " ! ‘)? J
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. : , LI |
I. GeneféljReacEions to the Study Skills Obje¢tives Y-
°, . t’v, . t‘\_, IS
1. The Study Skills Prd&ram 18 comsidered too massive with overly general
- 8kills (especially in Reference skills) and too many obvious or minor
skills. * L ) . . Co
V2 ¢ ) . )

2. The study skll;s var& considerably in difficulty; that is, foru}omq skills
. most children in a group master the skill after one session while other
skill groups tequire 3-4 weeks. This makes scheduling as was done for

Word Attack- inefficient if-not almost impossible.- -

. -
L . .

3. Some study skills in a particular strand at two levels can be mastéred,
: simultaneously. ' - R o -

- .
.

4. Teachers are unfamiliaf with and perhaps’ even uncommitted to the Study i
: Skills objectives (unlike those in Word Attack, the Study Skills objec- .
tivei;j§?u395{§eneraliyfknown and accepted).
ey i ot [ . 3 -
5. At least one teachér recommended elimimating the skills for which the only
means of assessmerit was either a performance test or a teacher observation.
6. There appears to be a substantive gap between Level %’/a?ial.evel Bsskills.
Kindergarten apnd first grade teachers reported in the £‘¢§t year of the
/field test that although students completed Level A they c¢ould not handie&
Level B. In the second year, when the Level B tests were split into the

.

non~feader and the reader skills, teachers complalned that the gap still
existed., - " . o IR T
7. One teacher commented that many Level A skills are motor skills rather
.than study skills and suggested eliminating them. o
el e e . J .
“+ 8. One teacher said that the Level A library gkills are too easy for her
kindergarteners. ) . R

9. Twp\Eehchers, from both urban and non;urban schools, obserged'that Levels
E, F, afd G include, skills that are too sophisticated and unnecessary for
the elementary school child. . -

- . . >

-

T

M P

If. Réactions go.the Teacher's Planning Guide and Implementation Proceduyes
A, {fntent ] . - o (
1

\\ .

. ' The Teacher's Planning Guide \doeg not incliide enoué% specific informa-
tion, particularly practical examples, on how to integrate. the Study
* Skills program with content areas, both In terms of objectives and of
. scheduling. (To remedy this situation an addenda to the Teacher's
,Planning Guid®was written for the 1972-73 field test. The addenda was
only partially successful in'solving the problem.) . -

L4

§ .

x
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i
\

2. In some cases there was no implementation at kindergarten and grade 1,
. Most .schools maintained that they preferred to concentrate on Word
. Attack at those levels and that the first grade c?rrigulum is too crowded
to -admit the Study Skills pragram. ’

-

1] L)
3. Many teachers exbtessed confusion about organizing for skill instruction.
% Organization and, grouping procedures were often ovrrlooked in the inser-
vices. They suggested our providing more detailed|examples in expanded
inservice materials or that we provide a filmstrip\which would show a
model unit as it copes with common problems.

4. Much confusion about procedures for integrating Stldy Skills with con-
tent areas was expressed. More specific suggestions were requested.

5. A principal suggested that it may be a false #sumption on the developer's
o part that the teachers themselves have mastered the Study Skills and that
more provisions for teacher education should be made:

. 6. Many teachers expressed lack of familiarity with the local objectives
‘for the content areas. Also, the objectives are seldom expressed behav- ‘
iorally in text books, especially social studies ‘ones.

. \ )

!
5 ! . N

) o
7. The textbeck or "unit” yearly schedule is seen as relatively fixed, so

- ) that students' skill neeéds at any one point in time do not necessarily
correlate-with tHe skills needed for a content area.

the mechanics of the Design, notghaving used wa;d'Attack. In general
they were less familiar with the concepts of cross:grade or even cross-
class grouping. - !

-z rﬂ"'% prpr g
L3

9. Upper grade teachers complained that they do not have af“much aide assis-
’ tance as primary teachers. T P
10. Teachers did not teach clusters of skills wheh they existed. -

L]
‘ -

B. Format and Usability d/ ) ~7 . .

i

?

& 1. One teacher suggedted printing the outline of objectives in the Teacher's
' Planning Guide in such a way that the phrased and numbers matching thosé
. ’ for the skill as it appears on the skill card would be prominent.

2. Anothér teacher complaiﬁed that the numbering system is unnecessarily
. confusing and makesiit difficult to work with strands.. She suggested
, that the skill numbers be made idqptiqal in the Teacher's Planning Guide,,
on the strands chast and on the profile card. If that is not feasible,
she sugdested that the numbers of Figures 3; 4, and 5 in the Teacher's
Planning Guide could be. changed to correspond to the numbers-en the pro-
file cards rather ‘than the outline of skills and objectives.
. N Ty !

B
» -

i

.
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II1.  Reactions to the Teacher's Resource Files -

A.

4

Content

. v’ L ) , ’
, -' . . ' \

L ‘.
§ « .

( 1. A frequent’ complain yasléhat the inserts in the Teacher's Reso&%ce Filé'

~

are skimpy both in number Fnd in

were:

B7
1,
c10”
D5

’

substance. Specifically mentioned °

o

Single Column Tables -
Picture Symbols - .

Multicolumn Tables . ' o
Scale; whole units ; L

D8
E3
F19

Circle graphs . . )
Intermediate Directions : *
Main Ideas,. ‘o

Another fairly frequent complaint was that insert ‘activities do not .
build up to the test, or that they are not as difficult as the tests.
Specifically mentioned were: ' A

D2 Color Key i
D5 Scale; whole units . - . p
Level B and C skills génerally
At least four teachers suggested that the inserts should include or be
set up as independent activities, including more questions for the stu-
dents. They suggested using activities® that involved tape cassettes,
learning’ stations, and listening centers.

10.1

Althgugh two teachers wanted more activities that make use of physical

materials, another said she personally wouid not uge this kind becguse
of the inconvenience involved in collectinYy the neé?ssary materials,

. ~
]

Two teachers bomplaingd that the maps in keyed commercial texts are, ,
often much too small to be useful, especially when duplicated.

«

'Several teachers said that fewer texts and morjigggrafyibooks should be

keyed to the skills because often only one or .two .texts are adopted
city wide. % -

One teacher felt tod few mathematics texts were ké&ed for bar graph

skills, .. - . « /

}

Specific comment on Level B: One teacher expréssed that there was paren-
tal concern when the students could not read the Level B inserts. L

. RIS L - ,
Specific comment on Level D: The attendance info¥mation that is called
far in activity 1 for skill #9 is not readily available according to
one teacher. . ! .

f ~

Specific comment on Level E: Two teachers expresged that the table for
skill #7 dealing with softball statistics was co¢§idered unadaptable
to girls because it relies on actual attendance at ot participation

) .
. A, - '
. . L

in

3 N
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a,game. It was supgested that in general similar activities for con-
styuction of.tables supply more sets of numbers to work with.
! | . . .
11. 'Error in Level F (Skill #2, Activity 8, Item 7): The incognito Mr. X
just drowned in the Atlantic (34 North and 58 West). Perhaps 34 South
and 58 West (Buenos Aires) would bé a more appropriate stopping place.

~

B.  Usability
- 1. Some worksheets from which masters need to be made have an unevea dis
tribution of ink and are even bare in spots. Specifically mentioned
were worksheets for LevelsB, Skill 3, Activities 4 and 10 and Level G,
Skillnsn Activity 1. ' . - .
. 2: In line'with comment #1, a teacher complained-that the symbois on the
activity sheets for Leyel B, Skill 3 do not reproduce well and reques ted '

that simpler symbols be-devised. .
‘)
3. One teacher praised the sturdiness and convenience of the resource file
~  folders, . (\
. he ~ "o o - ‘
IV. Comments on t e{?ests . : , . , ]
\ A.  General Reactions to Content and Format ' ;
. / .

1. Sz%e teachers complained that the reading level,on the tests in general
is.too high, and that the directiors are too complex.

’ 2. Teachers complained that they could not assess MG&T skill mastery reli-
ably with just one form for break-ih pretesting, and posttesting.

3. The complaint was made that the tests are not well correlated with objec— ’
tives., At least two teachers (Levels B & C) mentioned teaching for the

) test rather than for the objective. ’ '

4. Teachers suggested developing one placement test for all levelsito elim
inate break-in testing confusion. =

5. AEhording to some teachers, the recommended 'break-in" levels in the Teach-
er's Planning Guide are inappropriate, especially for average and fast
students. : Cog

6. Test questions are sometimes ambiguous and tricky, especial*y for slow
readers. . .

7. One teacher queationed the assumption that a child who achieved a mastery
rating on a test which he couldn t read and which the teachers réaa aloud
to him has really mastered the skill. This reservation is caused by
the fact that the child cannot later readily apply the skill inllependently.

8. Teachers said that the children enjoyed taking the map; graph and’;;ﬁle
tests, Ae—" , A '

t 9. One teacher suggested that, a test, or*recommendations for procedures to

follow, should be devised for "review'" testing; that is, after-a year or
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. %,
two's instruction, :this test would be used to check on retention.
10. _A couple teachers felt that the vocabulary used in test questions Hoes,
not agree with that:ysed in resource. file activities,
11. Numerous complaints were received that the print (and frictures) is too

small and pages too crowded which is difficult to read and which cayses

blurriness when duplicated.
and on tests where there are

This problem is especially bad at Lé&vels B-C
letters in circles.

12. Primary teachers felt that test pages should read left—right left-right;
not up- down, up-down
13. Some preference was expressed for having the directfons for the Teacher
Observations and the Performance Tests in the group test manual.
14. Some upper level teachers said they would like "layovers" for hand-scoring
the dittoed answer sheets. . .
B. Level A .
* A R
/ . , :
< 1. The directions say the tests are used to determine each child's initial
need for instvruction, implying they should be given to all children before -
any instruction. Some teachers feel this is too time- consuming
- 2. There was almost 1007 mastery of all Level A skil}s at K: therefore, the ’
tests did not really place the students in the program.
LS.
3. One teacher suggested an easy written tesx at Cevel A to help bridge the
gap between A and B. Another was strodgly opposed tp a test at Level A
on the grounds that it would\take time away from enrichment activities.
4, Test*&' Positions of Objects: A request was made to change the directions

so that when a child (and teacher) is moving rapidly from one task to the
next, it's physically possible, e.g., steps 5 to 6. If the child tries—
which is natural-- to, put one hand below the ball while it is still in

back of hisshead, he will probably be unable to follow the direction.

Regarding task 1,

Children

it would be better to say "between your legs."
appear to have problems with "between your feet." ' .

5. Test 3, Measurement: distance: Numerous complaints-on vague directiops
for #1, 2, 3, and 4 were heard. For example, in Item #1, do you place the
penny closer to the cup than(you place the penny) to the nickel, or, do
you place the penny closer to the cup than.you place the nickel? Are one
or two coins moved? .

3

6. Test 4, Follows oral directions It is not made obvious enough that only
one direction is- to be given at a tite. ,
Leveg B '
. <
1. When K-1 students did successfully move on and complete non-reader Level

B skills, they then reached a stalemate at the reader Level B skills,
espec1ally in posttesting. Teachers complained that even when the child

-
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B could successfully work on activities for the skill, they then had to _ .7

2.

3.

6.

read almost every word of the test to the student. ]
Almost all teachers who administered the Leyel B nonreader 'tests wete v
unhappy with the format. The print size was griticized above all.

Mixed formats confused the children. For example, on Test 5 they read:
1, 2, 3, 4 "vertically,"” while on Test 6 they had to track through the
example ‘A, B, C, D horizontally. ) .
Test 1 Represehtation Some teachers wanted to know why thg test could
not be given to groups of 4- 6 students., ¢

' .. ~ )
Test 2, Positions of objects: 'Children are_confused by the-up-down for-
mat of the test. Teachers prefer the questions to go from left to right.

Test 2, Sample and Item 1: Children have difficulty locating the circles
‘belonging ‘to the monkeys and the camels. Perhaps there should be fewer _
. bars ¢n the cage and the circles should be iocated on the monkeys. '

1

12,

13.

l4.

7. ‘Test 2, Item 3: General complaints were re}ated to the blurriness of the ,
' beetles on the dittos. ) . ]
8. Test 2, Item 4: Some feeling was expressed that '%eside" could be diag-
onal obJects also. ] ] .
9. Test 2, Item 6: A teacher‘pomplained that the ground line in front of .
the tent makes the tree appéﬂr behind the ‘tent.
I Test Z, Item'8: K numerous complaint was th#W the term over confuses —+

children. "0ver",can'mean both above and in .a course leading to the
other sige of, acfoss. The second definition is reinforced by activities
(e.g., Level A, Activity 5) in fthe TeSource file. A teacher suggested
changing the word "over" to "above". -Another solution would be to change
the picture so that it can include the concept of going over.-

Test 2, Items 10, 11: ¢ Some students are confused by the fish they see
as ''partly under" .(not to-the left and not under) the shell.
. -

Test 2, Item 13: A numerous complaint %as that the art is too small and
complex.. Especially on dittos, the faces and feet are blurred and it is
difficult to tell which way the clowns are going.
Test 3, Item l4: A teacher questioned the position of the middle top
tree which confuses: the children. & ,

. . i)
-Test 3, Picture Grid: Two teachers complained that format of the test is
altogether too complex,for chiigren. The pictures are too small -and close
together and the’use of many questions for the same grid confuses children.

’
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-

15. Test 4, Measurement: size: The shading is too light’ according-to at
least one teacher. .
16, Test 4, Item 12: Some teachers complaipedjaboﬁt the art., Two ribbons
* seem to be equally wide, a fact which mhde it very difficult for children
to pick the correct answer. e N )
- 17. Test 5, Measurement: distance, Item 7: Some children confuse the two
N types of stars and see the longest path as going around the boat.

18. Tests 6 and 7, Picture graphs and Single column tables: . Accorﬁing to at
least one teacher, students at this lewel are not accustomed to reading
words written all in caps, as on these graphs.

'

19. Test 8, Group oral -directions: At least seven teachers found the direc-
. tions confusing, the letters hard to find, the print and pictures-too
small, and the page altogether too ciuttered.

20." Test 15, Sequence: pictures, words: Numerous complaints were heard

regarding this test. The.directions were poorly worded. For example,
the piégure shows an empty tuffet and not Miss Muffet being frightened
~away which is what thd children are asked to identify. The format is

* also rather confusing. Children are really asked to follow. two-step
directions on this test, instead of concentrating on sequence. The choice
of stories alsofPpresented problems, in as much as the stories are commonly
known, but uncommon versions are selected, i.e., Red Riding Hood. To sum
up, children who teachers felt understand sequence could not handle the

r

Tcst-_ P
-~ :

NI
=

‘Test 15: Additional complaints were that the format using two rows of
answer circles per one row of pictures is confusing. These teachers

would prefer a new row of pictures each time. \

22, Test 16: Classifies ideas: The comment was made that this is a very
I difficult test and that the examiner should be able to repeat each entire
D.

item.
Level C !

I,~I: A couple’‘of teachers complained that the reading level on these tests is
too high and that some of the concepts tested are too difficult for Grade

<: ’// 2 children.
2. A teacher questions the choice of blue print for the Level C tests because

a&f possible blue color blindness in children.

3. Tests 1 and 2, Picture symbols and Semipictorigl symbols: The direqtidhs
indicating that the_administrator can read al] parts of the test are not
obvious enough according to one teacher. T

4. Test 1, Itém 12: The "stores" do not look like stores. Inner city chil-
dren interpret them as a gas station, an office building or school, and a
house with a picture window. The drawing should be changed.

[ 4
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v 5. Test 7, Measurement: distance, Item 8: Kim can take.different routes,

" each one involvinFdifferent numbers of stop lights.. A teacher suggested
rephrading the question by defining: the route (as is done for Item #12).

6. Test 8, Picture graphs, Items 8-13: . The homonym 'Plains" confuses chil-
dren. A teacher recommended changing the name of the aitrlines to "World."

»

7. Test 8, Item 13: Four children have 10 (or more) marbles. A teécher
suggested changing the wording to "Who has only 10 marbles?”" Another
suggested the word "exactly." - ' h 14

Py ’» e Pl

8. Test 9, Bar graphs, Item 6: Teachers questioned the wording for.this
item: 'Who jumped four feet?" Really, all of the childrén did;- énly Eve
jumped exactly four: feet. ’ . ’

9. Test 10, Multicolumn tables, Item 2: Milwaukee children didn't under-
stand the word "treats.”" A teacher suggested’selecting another word.

. i
<

“ 10. Test.16, Takes notes: Several teache}s complained that this test is too
frustrating and too difficult for Grade 2 children. The:vocabulary was
criticized as too difficult for Milwaukee children.

11. Test 16: The suggestion was made by at least two téachers that there
should be 2-3 weeks before the second part ofi'the test. Even after six
days students obviously.relied on memory according to one teacher.

6: Trec

"7 to use with thgh answer sheet are not clear enough. -

Ne

13. Test 18, fdeas:‘seqpeniial order: %rban teachers felt that Item 8 where
pupils are directed to make a valentine was rather tricky since many
cb;}dren do not understand how to make a valentine in the Qay specified.

-l ; , i A

14. Test 19, Judgments, conclusions: Urban teachers felt the directions were

T incomplete for the insect test. Children didn't know what‘phe three body
parts were: many thbught a tail was one of the three, especially in Item
12. The test seemed. to be testing gerier@l knowledge more than the ability
to make judgments. Also, the terms such as "short", "thick" and "pointed"
are all relative. Many Pupils marked 3 and 5, because compared to some
of the others, the beaks are short, thick, and pointed.

3 -

E. Tevel D
- .
1. Tests 1, 2, and 9, Nonpictorial symbols, Color key, and Multicolumn tables:
According to.one teacher, the questions are too tricky for slower students.

2. Test 2, Item,15: A typographical error was made. The word should read
. "S.]-ippery." . . \ -

3. Test 2: Especially in the key for the Pet Shop, the greens and oranges
were singled out as hard to distinguish. *

4. Test 2: The test does not seém to correlate well with the objective. The
objective seems to imply that only one color (in three shddes) will be

s )
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bd 2 . ]

that used rather than many dolors. ‘ L.

5. Test 9, Items'lB-l%: The conversion of quantities in the parenthese are

too difficult according to one teacher. .
c . : - ¥

. 6. Test 14, Encyclopedia: " See references: One, teacher exﬁressed the feeling

that the réferences which include paréntheses, for example, "Rome (Ggds &
Goddesses)," are too hard for. her children. Perhaps more- examples like
this should be included in the activ1ties\

-

- 7. Test 24, Selects relevant materials: Some urban reading specialists felt

.this test assumes a general knowledge which their children may not possess.

" Agcording to them it would be better to choose topics within the framework
of reference'more geared to the pupil's' experience. For instance, the
topic Waterways puzzled many who did not know what was meant by waterways
(lakes, oceang, or water trails). Under'the topic Moving Westward in

- Pioneer Times, Item 22, was a book, Makers of the Red Revolution. Some
children asked if the Red referred to Indians. Certainly many pupils'
would think of Red as being related to Indians rather than to Communists.

v

L]

8. Test 25, Checks facts: - An error was noted. The factc card is identified
as Test 26% but should be Test 25.

»

”.

F. Level E N
1. A teacher complained that all Level E tests are too 'long, especially Part
I of Test 15 (Dictionary) .
A § 8
2. The urban teachers wondered if this really is supposed to be eventually
used by fourth graders? It seemed quite difficult. "
' [ ,
3. Test 2, Earth's grid: Children are confused when the two 0's, especially
for Item 9 are too close to one another. Also, letters on the broken -
line, for example, "Tin," Item 9, are confusing according to cne teacher.
' 4, fest 7, Multicolumn tables: One teacher mentioned that her students can
, hot do the fractional math rEquired for this test.
_ 5. Test 11, Card catalog, Examﬁie Y: An error was noted. Choice E is incor-
rect. The correct answer is D. o . —
4 ¢
G. Level F '

l. A teacher felt that students needed 5-7 minutes more than was alloted for
each test except for Test 19, Takes hotes: main ideas. N ’

2. Test 5, Bar graphs, and Level G Tests 6 and 7, Bar graphs and Line graphs:

2ar grapns _______IL__ o=ne stAbAs

The question for example B .gets misinterpretedu 1970 is compared/"to it-
self" across all graphs rather than to other dates®each within the graph.

3. 'Test 2, Latitude - longitude: Two tegchers felt that this is a poor test

because the ‘South Pole placement makes items 23-25 unnecessarily hard
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" V. Comments on Format and Usability of the Profile Catds

'for Study Skills especially at Level D,

.
. oo . <

.- . - . -
. . .
+ N + .

Oﬁe‘tegqher disliked_the hadp-ﬁp names because, accdrding to her, they
.prevented students from referring to actual maps. :

4.! Test 8, Sghedules:
terdi "matinee." S

One teacher said that her students do not know the

Level G’ : /.
1. Test 7, Line graphs: Many teachers may not understand ‘the objective.
;There is spme .tendancy to think that, for example, in Items 11-18, - you
can say something speécific about the years 1938, 1942, etc., 'This is
,apparently an instructional objective problem with assessment implications.

i/

. ) R
( ’
-

At least six teachers.complained that the McBee cards with print on both
sides were inconveniént and confusing. .They preferred having the back side °
blank for comments. One school expressed a preference for the two-sided .
cards. B -

\ 3 i n

Many teachets cdmﬁlained about the confusion involved in handling two cards

One suggested color-coding the cards

-~ 1f creating a single card proves unfeasible. S

3. A couple of teachers said that the new lightweight paper that is tised for ‘

, the cards won't survive the number of, years a ghild is in elementary school.

4, TFour teachers requested extra un}abéled holes for teacher specified objec-
tives and a double set Bf -labeled holes for review Assessment of sgkills.

\ - « N .
5. It was B\ erved that if gchools follow recommendations and check growth
'® . every semégter or more often, there is not nearly enough room on the growth
‘chart. Ew 1f they check growth annually, there will not be. enough room.
=~ ' T ¢ R . . '

6. Space 1is needed for writing in hand-corrected "break-in" results. Although
there are enough lines on the "label” for all group tests, there ‘is not
enough space for all of Level D and E.if teachers wish to include teacher
‘observation skills in a "break-in" status report. .

7. One teacher expressed the comment that since‘M, G & T groups 'are usually sep-

arate from R groups, there should be two cdrds to separate the sets of .'

,

subareas. ‘ .

-

i o e




t . . ’ } .

APPENDIX P o :

.. ‘, ° N o }} ?

Formatwe Evaluation: Test Validation Results jgpr the
Field Test Edition of Study Skill ;
- ;q 4 ,‘ +
'(\1‘1[ , 0

ERIC

T -

219 o ,

A \8 j,f; ' ) ' h :'(




) v’iﬂ?gg;lpictorial Symbols 14~ ©10.89
I ’ . e

+

I. Summary Statistics: WTRSD

Srudy Skills Map and Graph and Table Tests

Fi€ld-Test’ Eﬂition

i
RN
L]

Lgvel B;ﬁr

N

‘
Standard” ..

. ‘)’3"
<

. { )

~

b,

Mean as X%
Deviation

- P N .
Pt e g e
g .

Standard .

Error i

Meastardient
« No. of ~

Masters

Fal

% Mastering

f@ Positions of Objectg?*.is

3, Picture Grid‘4 2 837 73 . 301

4. Meaéqqement:¥Size4 <12 lb.é4 - 85 ' 1.83

ey

5. Measurement: Distancé ‘12 . 8.69 _74 2,93 .80

S

6 Picture Graphs - 14 10.32 _ 74  3:36 .84

S

v

7. Tables ., . 15 9.5 64  4.27 .87_

p\ ‘ .

.

_all Grade 2, N & 1659 . -
Lo » +'Level. C -~

Vs
/
d/

Deviation

Mean as z

o
[
[« )

1.5

1.09 947

.98 1014

1.26 809
1.31 774

1.46 €98

‘ v
Measurement
0. oi

Standard.
Error of
N

Masters -

T

s

alE
-~J
# v

1. Picture Symbols

v O
o

~
e o]
w
(=]
\Ye ]

'3, nﬂi!br Key "

.4, Streht Grid

~
AV

T

6. Mgéqurement: Size 15

" 7. Measurement: Distance 15

4

' 8..Picturé Graphs . 15

*.9. Bar Graphg ’ f12?

" 10. Multicolumn Tables' 15

[
o
o
~




E

) Zevel D- o .
. ., & "y
222 7 . e @ g &
. e 'U [«] o E
‘ w z : :1' P : ° 2
: o o« o u.Y
. ,Test . ;Z ::: g = = -] @y X
1. Nonpictorial Symbols 14 12,07 . 86 1.97 65 1.12
2. Color Key 15 12.46 83, 2.92 J1 1.27
. ~. M . . ’ ‘
‘3. Number-Letter Grid 16 13.44 84 2.37 .70 1.26
4. Cardinal Directions 15 12.41 83 2.73 .77 1.27 °
. - "
‘5. Scale: Whole Urits 137 9.82 76 2.74 76 1.30 ,
6. Picture Graphs 15 12.23 82 3.07 .84 1.19
__ 7. Bar Graphs 15 12.93 86 2.60 .40 1.12°
8. CirC].e GI:&phS 7 12 _ \10.16 ) 85 2.07. 075 b 099 4 - P
. -~
*+ 9, Multicolum Tables ~ 15 9.54 64 3.70 -84 1.44
. i 1
[} 1 4
K] ;
all Grade 5, N = 890 s *
” Level E ' O '&' %o
» - NJ- o 8 o ‘5’ "{.'
. o - bt o o O 0 n (]
Gt « o & - o O N o
¢ (-2 ] o o T N3 00 )]
5 =1 [=] [~ o g 0 W . o ]
Test ” cS 3 b 3% 2 35S o2& =
’ = = = wa o [ 2220 <~ - > £ e
. g B : -
1. Point and Line Symbols 15 12.23 82 -2.53. .71 1.30 269. 70
2. Earth's Grid 12 7.23 60- 2.65 .79°"%1.15- 106 27
3. Intermediate: 12.° p3-41 45 3.31 - .80 1.41 60 i6
- .Directions -
) * : 3.
4. Scale: Multiple *12 8.24 69 3.15 .82 1.28 173 45
Whole Units - - , ‘
5. Pictiire Graphs * 20 16.42 82  3.28 .80 1.43 281 73
6. Bar Graphs , 20 16.06 80 3.45 .81 1.48 254 66
" 7. Multicolum Tables .. 30 14.20° 71 ' 4.58 .86 1.66 180 47
o e L Lo
O a11 Grade 6, N = 386 *‘f“* Teoa
RIC ’ R g




-

. '8, -
i Level F o 2 . 233 \
e g 5 :§ ]
°8 “ a g4 o Poa ° é’
' o o 3 9 38 & SHS o -
Test , 2 = = waQ ., & wE s 2 »e N
1. Poipt, Line & Area 15 11,18 75 2.63 .65 1.51 54 '54.5
Symbols & | .
2. Latitude-Longitude  25° 9.67 39¢-6.86 .91 1.98 9 9.0
3. Compares Scales “% 12 - 6.97 58 2.37 .55 1.52 _13 13.0
4. Séale: Fractional 16 8.18 51 3.86 .81 1.63 17  17.0
Units” :
5. Bar Graphs 18 14.06 78 2.80 .69 1.52. 50  50.5
6. Circle Graphs / 12 11.00 92 1.46 .64 .8 90 90.9
" 7. Line Graphs ) 18 14.36 80 2.55 .68 1.40 56// 54.5 ;
© 8. Schedules 13 7.30 56 2.81 .69 1.50 ‘11 ‘11,0
N=99, tested Jup ‘from Level E ' -
Level G
* o
/] 1 ] = 0 9 N Y]
C 4 o o & 2] ] 4 uq W &
o0 b T =3 O W (2]
f g = =] s o g own o g
“* : 9 20 3 L1 & S58 o
Test ) é : §:’ ) =. A a3 nr = Z = R '
- )
1. Representation: 12 "'9.06 76 1.31 -.17 . 1.36 21 38.9
" Analysis . ' ’
2. Representation: 12," 7.98 67 1.96 .48 1.36 14 25.9
Synthesis ‘ i
3. Meridians - Parallels 14  7.59 54  3.45 .82 1.41 11. 20.4 ‘
4. Location: Projections 18. 12.48 69 .68 .78 1767 18 33.3
5. Inset Maps 12/ 9.72 8  1.88. .56 1.20 31 57.4
. - ' ' >
6. Bar Graphs 18 16.43 91 1.11 -,10 1.13 51 94.4
7. Line Graphs 18 14.81 82  2.21 .56 1.41 32 59.3
8. Schedules 13 6.50 50 1.98 .42 1.44 0 0.0
.1

IToxt Provided by ERI
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[MC N= 5?;? tested up from Level F
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Study Skills, Graphs and Tables

L3

Field Test Edition

1

Level E, Tests 5, 6, and 7

,——f"‘TfTT//E;ntent and Skill Correlation Matrix:, WTRSD

. ' (N = 623)
Variable ‘ 1 2. 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 1
1 Purpose —-_—
‘ NS .
2 Coopare 36 — .
~ 3 Extract Direegly—""32 .66 -— ,
P X
4 Interpolate T .35 .54 51 -
5 Determine ’ .
Differences .40 .64 .71 .65 -—
6 Summary .38 .46 .50 .41 .52 —_ ! .
\7 Project .41 .60 .62 .56 .75 051 —w
8 Combine 1 and 6 .78 .50 .51 .46 .56 .86 .56 ~—
9 Picture Graphs .45 .66 .58 .78 .80 .55 .74 .61 -—
10 Bar Graphs .51 .67 .7% .70 .81 .58 .78 .66 70—
11 Multicolumn ' ,
" Tables -38 .73 .85 .52 .84 .55 .77 .57 .62 .70 -—
Total .
Variable No. Items No. Items/Graph Test
1 3 1 each -
2 9 . 3 eac
3 9 1, 3, '5 . -
& 7 4, 3, 0
¢ 5 ! 17 6, 5, 6 ~
6 3 1 each
7 12 4, 4, 4
8 6
9 20 —— X
0 B 20 ——— .
11 20 ——
. j
. N\
. ~
L}

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Iv,: Summar& Statistics: WTRSD
- v l *
AN . Study Skills, Reference Skills

-

Field Test Edition

Schools With Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level

- > Grade 1
No Tests

Grade 2

N

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level B

o . Grade 3

.- ,
Wisconsim Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level C

Level ~., No. of Raw Score Mean X

\ Items *  Mean Correct

B 5 Measurement: ;gistan;e 12 11.08 92.5* .
B 6 Picture graphs 14 13.11 93.6
B 7 Singie—column tables ’ 15 * 13.48 89.§

Grade 4

B ; Measurement: distance * ' 12 11.34 94.5
€C 7 Measurement: distance - 15 11.37 75.8
b 5 | Scale: whole units 13 8.13 *+ 62.5
B 3 Pbicture grid 12 T 170 - 97.5%
C_‘; Street grid . ) 12 10.01 83.4
D 3 Number: letter gr{# 16 12.90 80.6
' B 6 Picture graphs - 14 13.45 96.1
'C‘ 8 Picture graphs 15 10.74 71.6
Q D 6 Picture graphs ’ 15 11.49 76.6 -

L..J




Grade 5

‘Wisconsin Teésts of Reading Skill Development: Lévgl D

Level ' °  No. of Raw Score Mean % '
. 4 ) 3 Items Heaq “~Correct
/C 10 Multicolumn tables 15 - 13.40 89.3
D 9 Multicolumn tables 15 ‘ 8.58 57.2
E 7 Multicolumn tables 20 11.88 59.4
V> ) . -
Grade 6 . ,
Wisconsiﬂ Tests of Reading Skill Development
- D 1 Nonpictorical;sypbols 14 12.36 88.3
E 1 Point & line éymbols 15 11.92 - 79.5
F 1 Poiﬁt, line, area symbols 15 9.06. 60.4 -
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Develoément .
D 5 Scale: whole units 13 "10.34 73.8
E 4 _Scale: rult. whole units - 12 7.61 63.4 )
F 4 Scale; fractional units | 16 6.21 38.8
Wisconsin Tests of Reading ékill Development R
'l D 7 Bar graphs™ .’ ' 15 13,44 89.6
E 6 Bar graphs . 20 16.05 80.2
' F 5 par gr_apﬁs T 18 13.50 75.0




" . Schools With Reading Achievement Below Grade Level

»
-~

Grade 1 .

No tests

J

Grade 2

-

Y Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level B

Grade 3 ' * )
No. of kaw Score

Level . ° Items Mean, .
N=267 *

B 3 Picture grid 12 8.92

c 9 Bar graphs T 12 : 7.95

C1l0 -Multicolumn tables 15 8.15
N=261 . .

B 5 Measurement: distance 12 9.03

B 6 Picture graphs = 14 . 10,77

2 7 Single-column tables - 15 9.52

Grade 4 " 4

Ne277 ‘ )

B Picture’ graphs ) ‘v 14 11,97

cC 8 cture graphs ¢ 15 7.45

c 9 .Bar graphs / .12 *8.92’
N=267 , e

B S5 Measurement: distance ’ 12 10,08

‘C 2 Semipictorial symbols 14 8.83

c 7 Measurement: distance « 15 7.98

233
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PN

4

[ ) Grade 5

)

t

H

Wisconsin Tésts of Reading Skill Development: #evel C

.8 : No. of Raw Score
 Level - . Items Mean
N=274 . -
B 3 Picture grid 12 »10.26
C &4 . Street grid’ 12 7.46 ...
D 3 'Number-letter grid 15 9.69
‘ ' k-“" ‘r -
N=281 , o
"D 4 .Cardinal directions 15 8.81
*D 6 Picture graphs 15 . 7.49
D 8 Circle graphs 12 6.85 ©
Grade 6 :
Ne247 % - _ : E
C 10+ Multicolumn tables 15 - 11.15
A9 Multicolumn tables 15 - 6141
E 7 Multicolumn tables 20 2,40
N=272 . ~ L
c 2 Semipictorial symbols 14 11.00
D 1 Nonpictorial symbols 14 . 9.69.
E 1  'Point ‘and line symbols 15 7.35
N=248 | .- ' ' o
c 9 Bar graphs 12 9.84
D 7 Bar graphs . 15 9.89
E 6 Bdr graphs 4 . 20 + 10.00
- 0;(:

Mean %2

Correct

85.5 "\
_ 62.2
4.6




- " N ~ pa « .
~ » ‘ * 4 . B
‘ oL ‘ LA P g ‘23‘5 T,
v V. ‘Summary Statisfics and. Intercorrelations Among Scores: WIRSD
S, . - oo v g
Study Skills, Reference.Skills . ' Co )
s * - - 4 ‘
~ , . F1éld Test Edition ‘ . B
v ( - " Schools With Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level .
i Py i T . “ ?
. N N < i — 0 > .
< ' Test fltems X X% s r DMast Cor:ela_tionalatz’-ix
- . ! ¢
Grade 1 : B10 Bl6  Bl19 .
Sitting 1 °"B10° 15 12,10 81 4.22 .93 70 B10 - .
N=-473 -+ B16 . i3 11.56 89 © 2,21 .81 79 B16 319 -
. ] €19 12 9.96 83 1.81 .58 63 t19 121 . 438 —-
Grade 2 , ', ' o L 12 a3 c©18
, Sittiggl C12 ‘18 14,05 78 4.17 .87 60 €12 —
N = 443 €13 -\ 10 5/96 60 2.54 .71 30 €13 416 —-

— c18 ~10 " 7.84_ 78 . 2,70 ‘.87 72 c18 451 497 - /
Grade 3 ’ , o C e . Q2 a3 a8
“Sitting 1 €12 ., 18 15.66. 87 2381 .79 78,  c12 -

N = 466 D12 , 18 15.58 87 2.82 .79 - 77 D12 . .667  ——
- : E9 14 9.26 66 \\4.30 .90 43 E9 .508  .512 -—
. siteing 2 D26 2% 19.57 82  3.77 481 63 -
’ N = 389 .
_Grade 4. . - ‘213 D22 Ei0-
- Sitting - D13 16 12.82 80-  3.41 .84 68 D13 —
‘ N=476. D22 12 9.33 78 2.36 .71 60 D22 458 —em
 EI0 - 16 . 9.66 60 3.83»,'.81 28 ° E10 _ .586  .374 -—.
Sitting 2 D25 4/ 875 63 M3.777.83 28 ‘
N.z= 394 . N .- s
‘. Grades - . a T L E23 . E25 Fl4.
. Sisting 1 E23 " #.12 8,08 67 .2.96 .78 40 E23 v - = . %
T N =494  _E25 .16~ 7 9.16 65 _ 3.106.74 26 . E25 606  «-m .~ -
.. 7 F14 ' 12 7.81 65 3.15 .81 39 F14 .556  .571 ==
Sitting 2 E19 16/ 11.00 69 3.26° .75 41 .
N= 387. - L % . .“” . ‘ . ‘
3 st . . - . &
. .Grade. 6 - ) o, ) . : El1 F10 611 ,
sitting 1 E11 1§ 12,18 76 3.30 .80 54 _E1l. @ — - .
- N = 418 FI0 16 ° 10.92 68 '3.71 .82 43 ' F10 572 -,
N 611 16 ° 12.85 80, 3.12 .81 66, Gl1 S71 629 =
g . ’ ‘ ‘ - EY4 F13 612
Sitting 2 El4 18 10.92 61 4.07 .81 23 Bl4 . =— * -
N=39 F13 20 14,98 75  2.95 +.76 _ S4 - P 1 443  ——
S o612 . T 18t 13,220 73 3.38 .79 39 Gl2 - .518  .664 ---
,_ .1 . . . .
S+ sitting 3 F16 12 J7.73 64° .3.23 .81 37, . ) -~
N = 361 . ¥ . R N
- s - -
¢ * * 5 - , v \
' PO 4 - -~ B
’_’ . "‘ ~ \ ) - >
9 - ’ ~ ~
- ' .\
M .- N
. > - rd . -~
~ .
) r 233 ' A
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Non=Type I.Schools With Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level

L4

1
’

i
4

0

*

b

. . Test #ltems X X2 18’ .sX R Mast  MastX
Level B ' ‘ T ]
Grade 1 8 10 9.77  97.7 67 6.7 .55 88 97.8
N=9 .10 15 12,73 84,9 3.57 23.8 .91 - 66 73.3
1 16  14.66 91.6. .1.38 8.6 49 . 81 90.0
15 16  13.43 83.9 2,17 13.6 .6l 63 70.0:
<L 16 13 12.03 92.5 1.61 12.4 L 78 86.7
8 10 11 15 16 - . \
\ . . .. .
8 - ; - <
L4
10 .059 %~ . -
1 .266 0353 ——- , .
15195 334 309 -— 4 - .,
oy "5' ~
16 028 @%‘“ 308, 391 e ;
- . ‘ .A N ,’M ' { . .‘ L Y
Level G. . ) _ ’ v o
Grade 2 12 18 14,07 78.1 4.37 24,3 .89 63 64.3
c "N=98 13 10 - ~ 47,1 2,56 25.6 .70 18 18.4
SN Y- 10 76.8  2.56  25.6 .82 65 66.3"
* .19 12 . oMk 82.8 L.44 12,00 .36 54 55.1
, 16 12 8.80 .73.3 3.07 25.6° .83 53 54.1
. 12 - 13- 18 19 . 16 & -
ot #
12 - ‘ ‘ ) i \
‘ 13 .070 © -—
* 18 .400 '0443(.1- b
} . , . ‘ \
19 . -.009 .186  .144  —- - -
) 16 335 491 703 180  -—
QO . ‘
‘Level D ° L . : .
“Grade 3 12, - - 18 15.24 84,7  2.83 15.7. .77 84 70.6
(N=119% 13 I6. 9.50 59.4 ° 4.37 27.3 .86 37 31.1
' 14 12 8.66, 72,2 3.21 26.7 .85 . 64 53.8
> 15 12 -2.09 59,1  2.82 23.5 .72 27 . 22.7
SRR 12 8.2 .71.0 2.85 23.7 .79 .57 47.9
> Wﬂg 022 12 6.99 58.2 3.38 28.2 ' .83 37 31.1 -
\: C 2 2% 18.19 75.8  3.95 16:4 .78 59 49.6
’ 25 14 %6.30  45.0  3.16  22: 1 7 5.9,
> h 7 . .
e " ‘




Test

‘Level D,

r

12
‘13
14
15
17
22

24

25

Level E
,Grade 4 , 9
"N =117 10

» 11

~12 .

14
15
19

25

1o
11
12

14

15

19.

23

25

#Items

4 ~

12
.431
.293
.323
. 294
.319
,478
337

14
16
16
16 .

18
14

12
14

611
.493
.483
.281

417

423

.335

.293

X

13

557
.540
496
502
.539

466

11.09
9.75
9.56
7.25
7.55
8.64
8.98
'5.74
6.55

10

.544

. .541

477
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